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MOVING AMERICA’S FAMILIES FORWARD:
SETTING PRIORITIES FOR REDUCING
POVERTY AND EXPANDING OPPORTUNITY

TUESDAY, MAY 24, 2016

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,
Washington, DC.

The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:07 a.m., in Room
1100, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Kevin Brady [Chair-
man of the Committee] presiding.

[The advisory announcing the hearing follows:]
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ADVISORY

FROM THE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE CONTACT: (202) 225-3625
Tuesday, May 17, 2016
No. FC-13

Brady Announces Full Committee Hearing on
“Moving America’s Families Forward:

Setting Priorities for Reducing Poverty
and Expanding Opportunity”

House Ways and Means Committee Chairman Kevin Brady (R-TX) announced
today that the Committee will hold a hearing entitled “Moving America’s Families
Forward: Setting Priorities for Reducing Poverty and Expanding Opportunity” on
Tuesday, May 24, 2016, at 10:00 a.m. in Room 1100 of the Longworth House
Office Building. This hearing will examine how our welfare system can better help
more low-income American families move out of poverty and up the economic ladder.

Oral testimony at this hearing will be from the invited witnesses only. However,
any individual or organization may submit a written statement for consideration by
the Committee and for inclusion in the printed record of the hearing.

DETAILS FOR SUBMISSION OF WRITTEN COMMENTS:

Please Note: Any person(s) and/or organization(s) wishing to submit written com-
ments for the hearing record must follow the appropriate link on the hearing page
of the Committee website and complete the informational forms. From the Com-
mittee homepage, http://waysandmeans.house.gov, select “Hearings.” Select the hear-
ing for which you would like to make a submission, and click on the link entitled,
“Click here to provide a submission for the record.” Once you have followed the on-
line instructions, submit all requested information. ATTACH your submission as a
Word document, in compliance with the formatting requirements listed below, by
the close of business on Tuesday, June 7, 2016. For questions, or if you encoun-
ter technical problems, please call (202) 225-3943 or (202) 225-3625.

FORMATTING REQUIREMENTS:

The Committee relies on electronic submissions for printing the official hearing
record. As always, submissions will be included in the record according to the discre-
tion of the Committee. The Committee will not alter the content of your submission,
but we reserve the right to format it according to our guidelines. Any submission
provided to the Committee by a witness, any materials submitted for the printed
record, and any written comments in response to a request for written comments
must conform to the guidelines listed below. Any submission not in compliance with
these guidelines will not be printed, but will be maintained in the Committee files
for review and use by the Committee.

1. All submissions and supplementary materials must be submitted in a single
document via email, provided in Word format and must not exceed a total of 10
pages. Witnesses and submitters are advised that the Committee relies on electronic
submissions for printing the official hearing record.

2. All submissions must include a list of all clients, persons and/or organizations
on whose behalf the witness appears. The name, company, address, telephone, and
fax numbers of each witness must be included in the body of the email. Please ex-
clude any personal identifiable information in the attached submission.

3. Failure to follow the formatting requirements may result in the exclusion of a
submission. All submissions for the record are final.
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The Committee seeks to make its facilities accessible to persons with disabilities.
If you are in need of special accommodations, please call 202—225-1721 or 202-226—
3411 TDD/TTY in advance of the event (four business days notice is requested).
Questions with regard to special accommodation needs in general (including avail-
ability of Committee materials in alternative formats) may be directed to the Com-
mittee as noted above.

Note: All Committee advisories and news releases are available online at
hitp:/lwww.waysandmeans.house.gov/.

Chairman BRADY. Good morning. The Committee will come to
order.

Welcome to the Ways and Means Committee hearing on Moving
America’s Families Forward.

Today, we are holding our first Full Committee hearing on Amer-
ica’s welfare system in 10 years. We are doing this because the cur-
rent system is failing to deliver results for those that need it most,
and it is our responsibility to be part of that solution.

Today’s hearing is about people, and right now there are more
than 46 million people in our Nation who are living in poverty.
Decades of experience tells us the most effective antipoverty pro-
gram is a job. And of those who are working age and in poverty,
nearly two in three are not working, many of them not by choice,
but in large part because of the welfare system.

The current system is a disjointed maze of more than 80 dif-
ferent programs that have been layered on top of one another, with
little thought for coordination, duplication or purpose. For decades,
money has been thrown blindly at the system, without a genuine
regard for effectiveness in actually delivering real results. This ap-
proach lacks compassion and respect for American families trapped
in poverty.

We need a system that provides more Americans with personal-
ized solutions, real paths out of poverty, and better opportunities
to realize their potential. A critical step in achieving that is to de-
fine a clear set of principles to guide our work. And we believe we
have four that do just that.

First, we will expect work-capable adults to work, or prepare for
work, in exchange for receiving benefits, because it helps to set in-
dividuals on a path to long-term employment. Second, we will
strive to get programs’ incentives right. We can do that. Recipients,
taxpayers, employers, States, and nonprofits will all be better off
when someone moves from welfare to work. Third, we will focus on
results of welfare programs and do everything possible to ensure
they are actually helping individuals and families. And fourth, we
will seek to improve integrity of programs to decrease fraud and
preserve welfare benefits for those most in need.

Streamlining and better coordinating the disjointed maze of anti-
poverty programs will not be an easy task. These programs span
the welfare system, as well as the jurisdiction of several congres-
sional committees, including ours. I believe our Committee needs
to do all it can to advance targeted solutions. I know our Members
have bold, innovative ideas based on solutions being used in their
own back yards.
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And most importantly, we all believe everyone should have the
opportunity to achieve the American dream, Americans like Ms.
VanZant, who is here to testify today. She escaped the maze of the
welfare system and now spends her days helping others do the
same. She joins us as Executive Director of Life Services at
CareSource, a national nonprofit health management organization
serving more than 1.4 million Americans. Her work is dedicated to
helping others navigate barriers to self-sufficiency so they can
move out of poverty and up the economic ladder.

We have a lot we can learn from Ms. VanZant and all the wit-
nesses here today. And I am grateful to all of you for being here
to share your knowledge and help our Committee identify solutions
{:od}éelp more Americans move out of poverty and up the economic
adder.

I thank all of our witnesses for joining us today. I look forward
to your testimony.

I now yield to the distinguished Ranking Member from Michigan,
Mr. Levin, for the purposes of an opening statement.

Mr. LEVIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. If I might, a special hello
to Governor Engler. Nice to see you again.

Mr. Chairman, reducing poverty is so vital a pursuit that the
true test is action, not words, especially when the actions unmask
rhetoric. There is a dramatic disconnect between the worthy goals
of poverty reduction and the agenda Republicans have continually
pursued in this and recent Congresses. Eliminating food assistance
for 13 million Americans, as suggested by the latest Republican
budget, will not reduce poverty and hardship, it will increase it.
Cutting childcare and other services funded by the Social Services
Block Grant, which Republicans voted earlier this year to elimi-
nate, will not increase opportunity, it will deny it for up to 30 mil-
lion Americans who now depend on the program.

Jeopardizing healthcare coverage for over 20 million Americans
by constantly attempting to repeal health reform will not help
struggling families, it will hurt them. Raising taxes on one and a
half million working families by eliminating their refundable tax
credit, as marked up by the Committee, will not lift families up,
it will push them down.

Cutting State funding for job training and placement will not
help workers get good jobs, it will make it harder for them to stay
competitive. And slashing support for higher education, including
Pell grants, as required under the Republican budget, will not help
people climb the economic ladder, it will rip that ladder away.

Our Republican colleagues seem to mistake cutting poverty pro-
grams with cutting poverty. They woefully ignore analyses that
show our income security programs reduce poverty by over 40 per-
cent.

Indeed, the Republicans can accept some immediate steps pro-
posed by Democrats, which Republicans have previously blocked, to
support work, promote opportunity, and reduce poverty. Expand ac-
cess to quality childcare so that parents can go to work without
worrying about the well-being of their children, improve pathways
to education and training so that Americans can gain the skills
needed to climb into the middle class. Reform the parts of our Tax
Code that continue to tax some working Americans deeper into
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poverty, childless workers with low wages. Strengthen the TANF
program so it does a better job of supporting families and reward-
ing work, instead of being unduly used for other unrelated pur-
poses. Ensure equal pay for women, who now earn an average of
78 cents on the dollar compared to men doing the same job. And
increase the minimum wage, which study after study has shown
will reduce poverty.

The American people are yearning for real action on the chal-
lenges facing our Nation, rather than glossy reports. And no one
is more deserving of such a debate than the 47 million Americans
who now struggle in poverty.

Thank you, and I yield back.

Chairman BRADY. Without objection, the Members’ opening
statements will be made part of the record.

Today’s witness panel includes four experts. First, we welcome
distinguished Governor John Engler, President of the Business
Roundtable; Ms. Karin VanZant joins us as the Executive Director
of Life Services at CareSouce; Ms. Olivia Golden is the Executive
Director of the Center for Law and Social Policy; and, finally, we
are joined by Mr. Tarren Bragdon, who is the Founder and CEO
of the Foundation for Government Accountability. And we have re-
served 5 minutes for opening statements.

We will begin with Governor Engler. You may begin when you
are ready, sir. Can you hit that microphone, Governor?

STATEMENT OF JOHN ENGLER,
PRESIDENT, BUSINESS ROUNDTABLE

Mr. ENGLER. Good morning, Chairman Brady, Ranking Mem-
ber Levin, Members of the Committee. Thank you for the oppor-
tunity to be here today.

My name is John Engler. I serve as President of the Business
Roundtable, an association of CEOs of leading American companies
operating in every sector of the U.S. economy. Thank you very
much for the opportunity to bring this employers’ perspective today
on how America can build on the historic achievement of the bipar-
tisan welfare reform of 1996.

When I last testified to Congress on these issues, it was 2002,
I was Governor of Michigan and Chairman of the National Gov-
ernors Association. I stressed that effective welfare reform de-
pended on Washington setting overarching goals and leaving spe-
cifics to the States. This remains as true today as in 1996, when
we eliminated the old and failed AFDC program. Back then, edu-
cation and job training were critical. Today, our high-tech economy
has raised the stakes.

We face serious challenges. The NAEP score, our Nation’s report
card, shows that just 37 percent of high school graduates scored at
the college-ready level for reading and mathematics. This means
too many young people are graduating who are not ready for their
first job or college without remediation. This lack of preparedness
can be a leading disadvantage and a lasting disadvantage in college
and in the job market.

Consider this. A recent Gallup survey asked, are graduates pre-
pared for work? Ninety-six percent of chief academic officers said,
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yes. In contrast, only 11 percent of business leaders said these
graduates are prepared for work.

So what can the public sector do to reverse these results and
close this preparedness gap? Reform should focus on putting people
on pathways to work. The Chairman just said this in his opening
statement, but a job is better than no job. And then, when someone
goes to work, we need to prepare them for careers. Everyone needs
competencies that are valued in the workplace.

Next, we need to create a more efficient system for delivering
government assistance that is flexible and encourages people to
find and keep employment. The forthcoming reauthorizations of
TANF, Perkins Act and the Higher Education Act offer an unprece-
dented opportunity for more effective, better-managed strategies at
the State and regional level. At the same time, Congress should in-
sist on metrics and data transparency to evaluate which programs
should be continued, consolidated or eliminated. Realtime labor
market data is also essential to help individuals know where the
opportunities are and what skills will be required.

Congress should also continue, we believe, to offer incentives to
aid workers when seeking necessary education and training that
can lead to employment. This can, as has been mentioned, include
assistance with childcare, transportation, or counseling. Business
leaders are quite passionate about better connecting the worlds of
learning and work, and we believe that starts early with rigorous
education standards and the first milestone, ensuring that all stu-
dents are reading at grade level by the end of the third grade. That
is when we know our investments in pre-K are paying off.

We have no choice. If a student can’t read, how will he or she
be able to master the STEM fields? Our CEOs know firsthand that
their companies need many more employees knowledgeable in
science, technology, engineering and mathematics. As for STEM ca-
reers themselves, Business Roundtable leads a national network of
business and industry associations. We bring together business and
industry groups to help educators better understand what com-
petencies employers are looking for in today’s world.

Today, credentials are often used to represent competency. There
is an urgent need to bring full transparency to the world of
credentialing so that individuals of any age can be assured that
what they are purchasing, regardless if out of their own pocket or
if they are borrowing or even if they are getting a grant from the
government, is an investment that will help them get a good job.

Done right, transparency can also help job seekers identify the
program best suited for them. Today, employers are also actively
partnering with institutions of higher education, helping them de-
velop curricula to teach competencies essential to the twenty-first
century workforce.

The public and private sectors must continue to work together to
ensure a variety of models exist that can provide individuals the
competencies that can put them first into a job and ultimately on
to a career pathway where they can support themselves and their
family.

And finally, I think that it is important that I state for the
record, not everyone needs to go to college to be successful. At the
same time, this is America. Everyone can aspire to go to college if
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they wish, but they should choose with the knowledge that it is in-
creasingly likely that the job market of the twenty-first century
will be shifting to focus more on competencies than degrees. Cre-
dentials will reflect what you have mastered, rather than where or
what you have studied.

Thank you very much for the opportunity.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Engler follows:]
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Good morning, Chairman Brady, Ranking Member Levin and members of the
Committee.

My name is John Engler, and | serve as President of Business Roundtable, an association
of CEOs of leading American companies operating in every sector of the U.S. economy.

Business Roundtable CEOs lead companies with $7 trillion in annual revenues and nearly
16 million employees. Their companies comprise nearly one-fifth of the total market
capitalization of U.S. stock markets and invest $129 billion annually in research and
development (R&D) — equal to 70 percent of U.S. private R&D spending. These
companies pay more than $222 billion in dividends to shareholders and generate more
than 5495 billion in sales for small and medium-sized businesses annually. Business
Roundtable companies also make more than $8 billion a year in charitable
contributions.

America’s business leaders are grateful to Chairman Brady and the members of the
Committee for holding this important hearing today. The historic achievement of
welfare reform and ongoing improvements to the U.S. welfare system are central to the
larger effort to help all Americans achieve success.

We agree with the principles you have outlined for further reform, and we thank you for
your contributions to Speaker Ryan’s Poverty, Opportunity and Upward Mobility Task
Force Blueprint.

The pro-growth agenda laid out by the Speaker presents an opportunity for Democrats
and Republicans to create policies that help more individuals realize the American
dream. Too many people still find themselves out of work or in a place that does not
enable them to maintain a high quality of life.



| note the legislation the Committee recently marked up and is finishing legislation to
help people find and retain employment, a commitment that Business Roundtable
wholeheartedly shares.

The last time | was asked to testify on these issues was in 2002, at a hearing on the
reauthorization of the welfare reform law. | was serving as Governor of Michigan and
Chairman of the National Governors Association. As a Governor, | was able to say that a
success of reform was that Washington focused on the overarching goals and left it to
the states to determine implementation strategies and methods.

This remains as true today as in 1996, when we eliminated the old Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC) program. I'm pleased to see that the Committee’s
philosophy remains one in which the states will retain the authority to enact strategies
that meet the needs of their citizens.

Today, speaking on behalf of the nation’s large employers — many of which are
competing globally — | am honored to share with you our perspective on why the public
and private sectors must work together to improve a support system in this country that
matches the realities of today’s economy.

America’s business leaders believe that our nation is not adequately preparing its
citizens for success in the workforce. Consider the following:

¢ While the national on-time graduation rate for students in 2014 was 82 percent, the
latest Nation’s Report Card from the National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP) showed that just 37 percent of high school seniors scored at the college-
ready level in both reading and math.' That means we are graduating a lot of young
people from our nation’s high schools who are not prepared to do first-year college
work without needing remedial courses.

* Indeed, there is widespread agreement that too many students enter college
already at a disadvantage, requiring them to complete remedial courses. As a result,
some students may not be able to complete college in four years. As a matter of
fact, the graduation rate (over six years) is below 60 percent for both four-year
schools and two-year community ::olieges.'li This is unacceptable.

e The U.S. educational system has been doing an increasingly poor job of preparing
young men, in particular, to enter the workforce. According to a recent
Congressional Budget Office (CBO) report, in 1980, 11 percent of all men aged 18-34
were jobless or imprisoned; in 2014, 16 percent were.™ The CBO identified three
main factors behind this disturbing trend: economic changes, policy changes and the
changing skill levels of less-educated young men. On that last factor, the CBO
reported that “more young men may have been entering adulthood without the
cognitive and non-cognitive skills that employers wa nt."
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e This point is reinforced by a recent Gallup survey that asked, “Are graduates
prepared for work?” While 96 percent of chief academic officers at colleges and
universities rate their institution as very/somewhat effective at preparing students,
just 14 percent of Americans strongly agree that college graduates have what it
takes to succeed in the workplace — and only 11 percent of business leaders strongly
agree that graduating students have what their businesses need.”

e |f people are not prepared, they are more at risk of being unemployed or
underemployed, and when Americans are not able to produce at their full capacity —
like the young men in the recent CBO study — they have lower lifetime earnings and
less stable family lives, on average, than their counterparts who are employed or in
school. In the short term, their lower earnings will reduce tax revenues and increase
spending on income support programs. In the future, these young men are likely to
earn less than they would have if they had gained more work experience or
education when young, resulting in a smaller U.S. economy and lower tax revenues."”

So what can the public sector do to reverse these trends, close the preparedness gaps
and put more Americans to work?

First, reforms should focus on putting people on pathways to work. We need to
prepare them for careers, not just jobs. Reforms should certainly include a focus on
putting people into their first job or into worked-based experiences, At the same time,
we need to make sure individuals get and keep current the skills to succeed in today’s
workforce so that they can continue to move along their career pathway to bigger and
better jobs. That's how we move people off of welfare and keep them on their feet. We
believe that Chairman Brady’s Principles for Welfare Reform are exactly what it will take
to get people back to work and put them on a pathway to greater success.

Second, we need to create a more efficient system for delivering government
assistance that is flexible and that allows people to find and keep employment. That
means fewer programs, less duplication and more focus. The U.S. Government
Accountability Office has put out report after report that highlights overlapping
education and training programs across government ager'.cies."Iii Congress should trim
these programs to achieve greater efficiency. At the same time, states should enjoy
access to broad waiver authority that allows them to produce comprehensive plans that
deliver results.

The administrative savings alone from this approach would help thousands of
individuals trying to get back into the workforce.

The forthcoming reauthorizations of Temporary Assistance for Needy Families program,
the Perkins Act, the Higher Education Act and the Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families program offer the opportunity to ensure that these policies are more flexible,
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better managed and highly coordinated — at both the state and regional levels. Congress
should insist on evaluation metrics and data transparency to evaluate which programs
should continue to exist and which ones should be eliminated. Real-time labor market
data is also essential to help individuals select a pathway that will lead to a job.

Congress should also continue to offer incentives that encourage workers to seek
employment as well as the education and training that put them on career pathways.
That could include assistance with child care, transportation to and from work and
counseling on the best training and work options to pursue.

The current workforce training system is a patchwork that frustrates individuals, often
resulting in them giving up and walking away. Done right, | am confident that we can
make tremendous progress.

And what can the private sector do? Let me share with you how employers are leading
in the effort to bring them into the workforce and help them succeed once there.

Business leaders are committed to better connecting the worlds of learning and work.
That connection starts early with rigorous K-12 education standards and a focus on
ensuring all students read on grade level in third grade. Of course, we believe there is a
great need for more science, technology, engineering and mathematics — STEM =
employees, but if a student cannot read, he or she cannot pursue study and career in
those or other highly competitive fields. The NAEP scores tell us that almost two-thirds
of grade school students enter fourth grade with sub-par reading skills."" So for anyone
who wants to help and doesn’t know how: Teach a child to read.

As for STEM careers themselves, Business Roundtable founded and leads the National
Network of Business and Industry Associations, which brings together a cross-section of
business and industry groups to communicate to K-12, higher education and training
system leaders the competencies that employers are looking for, as well as to help
industries and employers adjust their hiring and business practices to focus on the
workers who have successfully prepared themselves for today’s evolving economy.

The National Network has identified a set of Common Employability Skills — the baseline
skills all employees need to succeed in any career — and has created a guidebook to
show employers how to set up work-and-learn programs that have proven effective for
on-the-job learning and training.

These work-based learning opportunities employers provide to individuals —
apprenticeships, internships, etc. — are an invaluable way to improve the mismatch
between the skills employers need and those employees bring to the table. These on-
the-job learning opportunities decrease the amount of time and money used to retrain
individuals.
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Employers are also partnering with higher education institutions to help schools develop
curricula that teach needed skills, including those required by highly technical fields.
Business Roundtable is working with the Business-Higher Education Forum in two high-
need industries — financial services and data analytics — to bring employers and higher
education institutions to the table to roll up their sleeves and develop curricula
together.

Let me be clear, however, that putting people on a career pathway is about more than
obtaining a four-year degree. Not everyone needs to go to college to find a path to
success. We see an emerging trend among Business Roundtable members who are
revamping their human resources systems with a stronger focus on competencies. As a
result, the education and training pathways that individuals take to career (for example,
a two-year degree, four-year degree or certification program) matters less.
Competencies are the key. The point | am making is that the public and private sectors
need to work together to ensure individuals have a variety of models — and this includes
figuring out how to award credit for work experience and/or non-credit training — that
can provide them with the skills that can put them first into a job and solidly on a career
pathway.

In terms of obtaining the competencies and skills that are needed in the workforce of
today — as well as tomorrow — employers want to make sure individuals are armed with
information they need to choose the training programs that will best advance their work
and career prospects. To that end, we are working to bring greater transparency to the
credentialing process so that individuals can be assured that what they are paying —
whether out of their own pocket or through borrowing — to acquire new training will
actually lead to a job.

| would like to share with you an example from Northrop Grumman, whose Chairman,
CEO and President — Wes Bush — leads the work of the Business Roundtable Education
and Workforce Committee. Northrop Grumman has partnered with the University
System of Maryland, Towson University and Bowie State University to build a system-
wide response to Maryland’s and the nation’s cybersecurity workforce challenges.
Focused on the undergraduate experience and the need to increase the recruitment and
retention of students — particularly women and underrepresented minorities — in cyber-
related fields, the partnership is aligning the cyber workforce requirements of business
and government with higher education, developing innovative programs to expand the
cyber talent pipeline and addressing issues of critical interest to cyber workforce
development.

Wes has one concern: He can’t hire every graduate from the program, because of the
intense competition. Other employers are quick to snap them up.

In terms of retraining an existing workforce, AT&T has implemented an ambitious plan
to make its workforce more competitive by improving the coding skills and ability to
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utilize data of its nearly 300,000 employees. AT&T knows that its employees will have a
brighter future if they have the skills that are propelling the 21st century economy.
These are just two of many examples of how employers are working to prepare
individuals for the highest priority workforce needs so that they can enter and remain in
careers that have a future.

In summary, Business Roundtable employers have a great interest in ensuring more
Americans enter the workforce with the preparation and skills they need to succeed. We
are eager to continue working with Congress and all other stakeholders to further this
goal.

We are also eager to continue working with Congress to empower the states and local
communities, helping develop the strategies that can bring more Americans into the
workforce to support themselves and their families.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today on this vital topic. | would be
happy to answer any questions you may have.
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Chairman BRADY. Thank you, Governor.
Ms. VanZant, you may begin.

STATEMENT OF KARIN VANZANT,
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF LIFE SERVICES, CARESOURCE

Ms. VANZANT. Chairman Brady, Ranking Member Levin and
Members of the Committee, thank you for the opportunity to testify
and to help you explore this extremely important topic of how to
assist low-income Americans as they transition off of government
subsidies into a higher quality of life, health and well-being.

My name is Karin VanZant. I am the Executive Director of Life
Services at CareSource, a managed care organization based in Day-
ton, Ohio. CareSource provides health coverage and assistance to
1.5 million Americans in Ohio, Kentucky, Indiana, and West Vir-
ginia, offering services through Medicaid, the healthcare exchange,
and Medicare Advantage.

My responsibility is to help CareSource transform how it ap-
proaches health care. For 27 years, we have worked with our mem-
bers to coordinate their care and have come to deeply understand
their complex social needs. We have a new strategic focus to help
people move from poverty to self-sufficiency. Life Services is our
new model that brings together health, economic stability and so-
cial well-being for our members, something that they tell us has
never happened before. And I can attest to that from first-hand ex-
perience.

While a junior in college, I found myself pregnant unexpectedly.
I signed up for Medicaid and soon was on full-blown welfare. I
quickly learned that people treated me differently when I asked for
help, and I could have easily fallen into the trap of poverty if I had
listened to the advice of many of my case managers, and if I didn’t
have incredible support from my family.

In my 4-year journey to come off of government assistance, I
completed my degree in social work and began working to fix the
disconnected, broken system that I experienced. The system is well
intentioned but misaligned, with government programs that are
failing to move Americans out of a life of subsidy dependence. I
think we all know intuitively what isn’t working for almost 46 mil-
lion Americans, low-income Americans.

We know that they have created a system that does a fairly good
job of administering programs. But these programs do not move
people to a life of independence. We pay for following the rules.
And, quite frankly, we pay for one maintaining poverty status as
long as possible.

The CareSource Life Services program is a unique approach that
couples the largest low-income safety net, Medicaid, with a holistic
method to addressing economic and social well-being. Many of our
members have told us that a job will change their lives and im-
prove their health. We listened, and focused our efforts on the re-
tention of work, the advancement of an individual’s skills, and the
ability to connect people to appropriate resources in the places that
they live.

Life Services staff help our members to stabilize, identify their
strengths and prioritize their goals. As members’ lives stabilize,
they are connected with education or employment opportunities.
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Once employed, our members meet with a life coach that helps
them navigate the world of work as well as numerous subsidy
cliffs.

In the past 15 months, CareSource Life Services has worked with
approximately 850 members in an eight-county region in southwest
Ohio. To date, 150 members have started education programs; 190
members are actively working with employers to obtain one of the
2,000 open positions by our 37 employer partners; 124 members
have started full-time employment, with 85 percent of them eligible
for employer-sponsored insurance; and we have a 95 percent reten-
tion rate at 90 days, with 10 percent of our members actually being
promoted in the first year of employment.

The experiences have been life changing for the individuals, as
well as my team. Not to mention the significant State and Federal
cost savings.

Now let me tell you how this actually works for a member. In
June of last year, we held a public job fair that introduced Life
Services to our members. One member, Josh, arrived intoxicated.
We offered him coffee and simply began to talk to him about his
life. The next day, Josh received a phone call from CareSource care
management team. Josh agreed that he needed help and began
working with a care manager. Within 6 months, he had seen a pri-
mary care physician, a dentist, started AA and was in counseling.
Throughout this period of time, he continued to work with the life
coach and started to set employment goals. At 6 months of sobriety,
Josh was ready for work. It took only one interview and Josh was
offered a $13-an-hour position at a local manufacturer, ending a 4-
year period of unemployment for him.

Yes, Josh could have accomplished any of these things on his
?Wn, but he had not. He tells us that he didn’t know what to tackle

1rst.

In closing, I would like to emphasize, many of those who are in
the Medicaid population are eager to work, but they need guidance
and support. And by addressing physical health, economic stability
and social well-being, amazing transformations can happen quickly,
and the CareSource Life Services model is a demonstration of what
is working for our members.

I thank you for the opportunity to speak with you today and I
am happy to answer any questions.

[The prepared statement of Ms. VanZant follows:]
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INTRODUCTION
Chai Brady, Ranking Member Levin, and Members of the Committee, thank you for the opportunity

to testify and help you explore this extremely important topic of how to assist low-income Americans to
achieve a higher quality life of improved health and wellbeing.

My name is Karin VanZant, and | am the Executive Director of Life Services at CareSource, a Managed
Care Organization based in Dayton, OH. CareSource provides healthcare coverage and assistance to 1.5
million Americans in Ohio, Indiana, Kentucky and West Virginia offering services through Medicaid, the
Healthcare Exchange and Medicare Advantage.

My responsibility is to help CareSource transform how it approaches health care. For 27 years we have
worked with our most vulnerable populations to coordinate their health care (physical and behavioral),
and we have come to deeply understand their associated, complex social needs. Being in this unigue
position, we see the future and have a new strategic focus to helping people move from poverty to self-
sufficiency. Our new model Life Services, brings together health, economic stability and social wellbeing
for our members — something that our members tell us that has too often never happened for them in
the past.

| can attest to their statements from firsthand experience. | have been a recipient of federal/state
welfare benefits. Twenty years ago, while a junior in college, | found myself pregnant unexpectedly.
With only a campus job and a full slate of classes, | didn’t know exactly what to do. Within a month | was
signed up for Medicaid and on full-blown welfare within six months. There are two things that |
distinctly remember about that period of time ~ people treated me differently when | asked for help and
I could have fallen into the trap of subsidies if | had listened to the various case managers as they
advised me to quit school and prepare for a life as a young parent.

Thank goodness | had my husband and our families to help us through this period of time, or our lives
would be drastically different today. For the next four years we worked hard to finish our degrees,
obtain employment and come off of government benefits—all while raising a young child. However, |
didn’t realize that we had become dependent on government assistance until | went grocery shopping
for the first time “off the system.” | realized | had not budgeted for food--it happens that fast.

Through this period of time | decided to change my major in college from pre-med to social work and to
begin working on the disconnected, broken system that | was experiencing. One of the things that | saw
right away and continue to see 20 years later is that the voice of the members we serve is missing from
the discussion on how to improve the welfare system,

Most companies make strategic decisions by going directly to their consumers and asking them what
they need, what they like, how their product fits into their lives, how it could be improved.

| believe this same approach needs to happen with the 46.7 million people who are trapped in a life of
poverty. The system is well-intentioned, but too often misaligned with government programs that are

pE 2
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failing to move Americans out of a life of subsidy and dependency and into a life of economic
independence, safety and social wellbeing.

CURRENT REALITY

I think we all know intuitively what isn't working for low-income Americans. We know that various
government programs are at different eligibility levels, change at different intervals of time, and that
most do not take into account the individual circumstances of a family or particular community.
Mavigating the system is difficult enough for individuals to administer, let alone for whois
caught by the safety net and unsure how to exit. Table 1 captures a snapshot of the qualifications
associated with the Federal Poverty Guidelines.

Table 1
Category Rank for FPL FPL Eligibility  Item Name
High to Low Criteria

Health Care ! | 250% . Breast Cancer/Early Detection

Social Services 2 200% Social Service Block Grant & Legal Services
Corporation

Employment & Training | 2 | 200% | Foster Grandparents

Energy Assistance 2 200% Weatherization Assistance

Food Assistance I3 | 185% | WIC, Summer Food Program

Food Assistance 4 130-185% School Breakfast Program, Child & Adult
Care Food Program, Commaodity

) | [ — | Supplemental Food Program

Education 5 | 150% ~ Federal TRIO Program

Energy Assistance 5 150% Low-Income Home Energy Assistance
(LIHEAP)

Health Care 6 | 133% - Medicaid (Standard)

Food Assistance | 7 | 130% - SNAP & National School Lunch Program

Social Services |8 | 125% Community Services Block Grant

Employment & Training 8 125% C ity Services Employ for Older

| | - Americans

Health Care |9 100% Maternal & Child Health Block

Education 9 100% College Access Challenge

Social Services 9 | 100%  Head Start

Employment & Training 9 100% Job Corps & WIA Youth Activities

The varied criteria is difficult to understand. CareSource knows that our members do not want tobe a
recipient of these benefits, but that they often do not comprehend what their lives would look like
without the benefits. We know that the current system pays for following the rules, not rocking the boat
and quite frankly for maintaining one’s poverty status as long as possible. We believe that there should
be programs aimed at helping people who fall into poverty, and we believe that the current programs
should be reorganized in a way that assists individuals who need help transitioning into a life of greater
independence and self-sufficiency.

pE- 3
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Section 8 was never intended to be a lifetime housing solution nor was SNAP or Medicaid. Yet we all
know that we have far too many families that have relied on these programs for multiple generations.
They have lived in the same housing units, shopped at the same corner stores, lacked basic quality
education, and have perhaps unknowingly settled for a life of subsidy. 1 have seen it in thousands of
low-income Americans across the country. | have worked to find solutions at the individual level,

d and c ity level, and izational level. Now is the time for a systems level
salution!

LIFE SERVICES SOLUTION
Mission Driven
Presented with the opportunity to offer solutions, the CareSource Life Services program is a unique

approach that couples the largest low-income subsidy safety net, Medicaid, with a holistic approach to

b

ing economic ing and social connec

Of the total cost of healthcare, it is believed that 80% of the impact on health is through Social and
Economic Factors (2015 Advisory Board Company "Non-Clinical Factors Drive Clinical Costs”). In
comparison to the 51 trillion spent on Medicaid, this means that 5800 billion of the total Medicaid dollar
spend connects directly to socioeconomic factors.

Figure 1

Determinants of Health
= Clinical Care
= Health Behaviors
= Soclal and Economlic Factors

= Envirenmental Factors

The majority of physicians agree that the Social Determinants of Health are equally as important as
dealing with medical conditions (2011 Physicians' Daily Life Report, Robert Wood Johnson Foundation
and Harris Interactive, November 15, 2011).

pe- 4
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Figure 2

Social Determinants of Health:
Moast physicitans believe address patient’s social needs is as important &5 dealng wilth medical conditions

mStrongly Disagree  mSomewhat Disagree  m Somewhat Agree 1 Strongly Agree

Agree
Total 85%
PCP 84%
Pediatricians 87%

Source’ 2011 Physicians’ Dady Life Report, Robert Wood Johnaon Foundaton and Hams inferacive, Nowember 13, 2011

Access to Subsidies & Community Resources

It is important to state that the benefits provided through government funding are critical, necessary,
and support our members in their journey.

HE"CH =W "%

The Life Services model is derived from the blending of multiple evidence-based programs and/or
practices. In conjunction with the leading research of nationally recognized organizations such as the
Annie E. Casey, Robert Wood Johnson, Ford, and Kaiser Foundati Stanford Social | ion Review,
and other notable experts on social change, CareSource developed the Life Services program to bring
the best of the best together in one model. However, we did not just stop at developing a model based
on this research, we conducted listening campaigns and held c ions with our bers to

pE.5
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determine how this would work in practice. We believe that by bringing all of this together we have
found what makes a difference.

Starting with a short assessment, Life Services staff help our members identify where their strengths in
resources are and prioritize what needs to be reinforced. We work with community providers to
connect our members in a consistent way to the resources that exist in the community and to get to a
level of stability.

Life Services does this by identifying concentrations of our members at the Census Tract or Zip Code
level and building out the resource map for that neighborhood. Through building ¢ i
partnerships that look much like the partnerships we have on the healthcare side, we are able to
convene, coordinate and secure existing community resources for our members. Here is the map for
the west side of Dayton that depicts our Medicaid population and Life Services target areas:

Figure 4

By establishing a network of cc ity partners and employers in our bers’ ¢
support our members to move forward step-by-step, right where they live.

The below maps show the location of our Community Partners and Employer Partners in relation to our
members. Figure 5
Community Partners Employer Partners
—— - = g Zip Codes — -.—.- g o = n:td-
§ 4sa02 \-\ \ s ::::
L X o s
P 45410 o 4543
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Through the partnerships we have formed in the community, we can approach the support system for
our members from a different way, Our members no longer feel alone and without sight to what
resources and viable in their own community.

lities are
JobConnect + Life Coaching

Once stable, members are connected with education or empleyment opportunities. JabConnect is the
program within Life Services that specifically assists members with increasing skills and connecting with
long-term employment. Sometimes this can happen in as little of five days.

However, there are serious challenges that face the subsidy-dependent when entering the workforce.
Due to the upper-limit threshold for many of the benefits used by our members, as a member
progresses in income they will eventually encounter a point in their career where taking the next
promotion will set them back in income, a phenomenon commonly called the Cliff Effect. The below
diagram shows how the Cliff Effect will impact a family of three in Montgomery County, Ohio. The
diagram looks at occupation in comparison to where an individual will cease to be eligible for a benefit.
The ¢ smade b the opp ities of individuals who hold the top five most held
positions in our community in comparison to the positions we offer through our Life Services Partner
Employers.

Opportunities for a family of 3 in Montgomery County Ohio Figure 6

Minieran Wage (5 100)  Federal Povarty Line (520,160 o 59.69h)

Lite Services
Employers

®
c
&
o
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For a single mother with two children, $20,160 or $9.69 per hour is what she would need to earn to be
at 100% of the Federal Poverty Line. If she were living in Montgomery County and working as a

G Service Repr ive, she would make an estimated $11.53 an hour and register at
approximately 120% of Federal Poverty Guidelines. She would qualify for Childcare, SNAP, WIC, and
Medicaid. If she were eligible for a raise, that would take her to $13.57 per hour (a $2.04 increase), she
would then earn a wage that registers at approximately 140% of FPG. She is no longer eligible for SNAP
or Medicaid.

The loss of benefits is enough for many to refuse to take on a promotion. The loss of Health Insurance
alone is enough to cause many people to refrain from moving forward. If the estimated lowest cost of a
health insurance is between $200 - 400 per month, healthcare now takes up $1.25-2.50 of the wages
earned each hour, or roughly 9%-18% of her monthly income.

Life Services knows that the average salary of our members is right around the wages that classify
someone as 100% of the Federal Poverty Guideline for their household size. We work to connect our
members to opportunities that help them move forward in baby steps. By partnering with a network of
community partners and employers in their community, we can show our members how to move
forward step-by-step.

Furthermore, once bers start employ they are assigned a Life Coach that stays with them for a
period of 24 hs to help them igate the world of work, prepare for thei
subsidies (the “subsidy cliff”), and to help them think about what the next step is in their career path.
While work needs to take place at the policy level to create better incentives for work and achievement,
there are community resources that CareSource Life Services helps members to connect to as they
navigate the subsidy cliff. Because of this type of support our members have an employment retention
rate of 95%, and we are proud to report that 12 members have already been promoted.

inevitable loss of

Our Early Results

In the past 15 months, CareSource Life Services has worked with approximately 880 members in an
eight county region in southwest Ohio.

* 349 members are working with Life Services staff to stabilize both health and foundational

supports

# 150 members have started an education program

« 190 bers are di ploy 1t with 37 employer partners whom represent over 2,000
open positions

* 124 members have started full time employment with 85% of them moving into employer
sponsored coverage and a 95% retention rate at 90 days

More than 36% of those who have enrolled are actively engaged in the employment process or
employed. The experiences have been life-changing for the individuals—not to mention the significant
state and federal cost-savings.

pe.- 8
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LIFE SERVICES IN ACTION

I've shared the background, but personal stories are truly the proof of concept for this unique approach
to coupling health and economic stability. Let me share just one of those...

In June of 2015, we held a public job fair to introduce Life Services te our members and
promote the employer partners who were working with us. We had approximately 100
members attend on an unusually cold, rainy Saturday morning. One member arrived
intoxicated and belligerent but wanted to have his turn at the table to talk about
employment. His name was losh. One of my staff took him aside, offered him coffee and
simply talked to him about his life.

‘We helped Josh get to the bus stop across the street and didn’t expect that we would hear
from him again, however, my staff had asked him if he was interested in our Case
Management program that includes supports for behavioral health, and Josh agreed that
he might need that kind of help. A referral was made and what happened next surprised us
all.

Our case manager called him the next day, and Josh answered the phone. He completed
the health risk assessment and asked if he could connect to our new Life Services program.
For the next three months an interdisciplinary team of bet | health case B
and Life Services coaches worked together with Josh. He visited a primary care physician, a
dentist, started AA and counseling. He continued to meet with the Life Services staff and
we let him know that his physical health needed to be stable before starting to look for
work. Each week Josh made remarkable progress.

5

By December Josh had six months of sobriety, had his physical health in order including
having major dental issues fixed (the cause of his alcohol abuse) and was ready for work. It
only took one interview and this man went from unemployed for over four years to gainful
employment making $13 per hour with full employ d benefi

Any one of these things could have happened if Josh had worked it all out for himself - he
could have accessed health care on his own, found the AA resource that was three blocks
from his house and started the job search process on his own. But he hadn't. He couldn’t.
He tells us that he just didn’t know what to tackle first,

Josh's story is but one of many. Life for so many is just plain hard. And often hopeless. It's even harder
when you have little support. No role models for success. You don’t know where to turn. You have
health issues. Economic issues. A future that is — to say the least—unpredictable.

CONCLUSION

What we have learned through our Life Services and my personal journey is three-fold:

pe- 9
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1. Our low-income, Medicaid population is eager to do the work for a better life. For themselves
and their children. But they need guidance to navigate the waters.

2. Amazing transformations can happen in a short period of time and the CareSource Life Services
model is a demonstration of what can work.

3. Woe all have our stories. My story had a number of parallels to our new friend Josh's story.
Working with the whole person, aligning existing resources can move people from a subsidized
lifestyle to independence.

As amanaged care plan we are in the unique position to impact the whole person—body, mind and
social envirg —and are purposefully growing this fully integrated expertise for the benefit of our
members. Together, those of us who have dedicated our lives to working with low-income individuals
and families, should always strive to work ourselves out of a job--to watch hopelessness turn to hope
and a bright future,

I am finally getting to see this happen through the work of CareSource and Life Services. We invite you
to join us for this remarkable ride!

pe. 10
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Chairman BRADY. Thank you.
Ms. Golden, please proceed.

STATEMENT OF OLIVIA GOLDEN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
CENTER FOR LAW AND SOCIAL POLICY (CLASP)

Ms. GOLDEN. Chairman Brady, Ranking Member Levin and
Members of the Committee, thank you so much for the opportunity
to testify.

I am the Executive Director of the Center for Law and Social Pol-
icy, an antipoverty organization that promotes effective Federal
and State policies, and I have administered human services pro-
grams in New York State, Massachusetts, the District of Columbia
and at the Federal level, as well as studied their effectiveness as
a researcher.

My written testimony makes three major points. First, the Na-
tion’s core economic security programs are highly effective. They
cut poverty almost in half, improve nutrition and health care for
millions of people and promote work.

Moreover, a growing body of rigorous research shows that these
supports have positive effects on children’s health, work trajectory
and income many years later. So there is a two-generational effect.
For example, expanding health insurance coverage for low-income
children has large effects on high school completion, college attend-
ance and college completion. And having access to SNAP in early
childhood improves adult outcomes, including health and economic
self-sufficiency.

Research also indicates overwhelmingly that these programs sup-
port work, particularly for low-income parents. What typically
holds people back from working is not too much support, but too
little, such as the absence of help with childcare.

In my written testimony, I cite evidence from rigorous studies by
many researchers using different methods, and all showing that
childcare subsidies, the earned income tax credit and the full pack-
age of benefits, including health and food assistance, support more
work and steadier work over time.

I also cite recent steps to improve support for work, including the
choice made by 31 States, including Ohio, to expand Medicaid
under the Affordable Care Act, which means that parents and
other low-income individuals in these States no longer have to fear
that taking a job will eliminate their access to health coverage.

The second major point is that changes in the economy which
have fostered low-wage and unstable jobs mean that high employ-
ment rates do not translate into low poverty rates. These changes
have affected a wide range of working Americans, but their great-
est impact has been on low-wage workers. In addition, remaining
gaps in the safety net also lead to economic distress and lost oppor-
tunities for workers to succeed and children to thrive.

Third, to reduce poverty and expand opportunity, Congress
should avoid bad ideas, those that are demonstrably harmful, and
should seize opportunities that build on research and experience.

Starting with the bad ideas, all the available experience with
block grants suggests they don’t work for core safety net programs.
Their appropriations shrink drastically over time, fully one-third in
the case of the TANF block grant, and they cannot respond to eco-
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nomic downturns. During the recent great recession, SNAP and
Medicaid, which are not block grants, provided greater support to
States, communities and families as need rose. On the other hand,
the capped TANF block grant left families and States without re-
sources just when they needed help most.

Flexibility doesn’t solve this problem. For example, the Child
Care and Development block grant is highly flexible. But because
of capped Federal funding, the number of children served has hit
the lowest number in more than a decade. Too much flexibility also
risks diverting funds from programs’ core mission, as is evident in
TANF. And block grants are ill-suited to supporting nationwide
goals like ensuring that every American starts life healthy and well
nourished, but instead contribute to disparate life chances based on
where a child is born.

Another bad idea is so-called work requirements that are coun-
terproductive, do not build on the best available evidence about
what works, or that cut off people even though they want to work,
as in the SNAP time limits for able-bodied adults without depend-
ents. My testimony summarizes the provisions about what kinds of
strategies truly support work and which don’t.

In conclusion, to truly reduce poverty and promote opportunity,
Congress needs to tackle the economic headwinds facing workers
and fill remaining gaps in the safety net. My testimony proposes
five next steps. Ensure access to high-quality childcare and early
education. I think Governor Engler highlighted that as well. Ex-
pand access to effective workforce development programs and ca-
reer opportunities. Tear down financial barriers to post-secondary
success. Fix gaps in the safety net for the neediest Americans. And
establish minimum standards for wages, a stronger minimum
wage, and for job quality so jobs support rather than destabilize
families.

Thank you so much, and I look forward to your questions.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Golden follows:]
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Chairman Brady, Ranking Member Levin, and Members of the Committee, thank you so much for the
opportunity to testify on priorities for reducing poverty and expanding opportunity.

I am the executive director of the Center for Law and Social Policy (CLASP), an anti-poverty
organization that promotes effective federal and state policies for low-income families and individuals. In
addition, I bring to this testimony experience administering human services programs in New York State,
Massachusetts, the District of Columbia, and, at the federal level, as Assistant Secretary for Children and
Families, as well as experience studying their effectiveness as a researcher at the Urban Institute.

I would like to make three major points in this testimony:

First, the nation’s core economic security programs are highly effective: they sharply reduce poverty,
improve nutrition and health care for millions of children, families, and individuals, and promote work. A
recent success story is the historic expansion of health insurance, which reduced the number of
individuals lacking health insurance by 8.8 million in just one year, from 2013 to 2014, the largest decline
on record. Moreover, a growing body of rigorous research shows that these supports have positive effects
on children’s health, work trajectory, and income many years later. Research also indicates
overwhelmingly that these programs taken as a whole support work, especially for low-income parents,
helping them to stabilize their lives, raise their children, and move up while they are working often long
hours for low wages.

Second, changes in the economy—which have fostered low-wage jobs that are also unstable, lack
adequate hours, and require volatile, last-minute job schedules—mean that high employment rates do not
translate into low poverty rates. These changes have affected a wide range of working Americans but
their greatest impact has been on low-wage workers. In addition, remaining gaps in the safety net—for
example, the 19 states that have not expanded Medicaid and the 5 in 6 eligible children not receiving
child care assistance because of capped dollars—also lead to economic distress and lost opportunities for
workers to be productive and children to thrive. The nation’s most vulnerable groups include America’s
next generation of children and young adults (particularly babies, toddlers, and their parents). While the
safety net makes an important difference in their lives, too many are left behind by inadequate funding or
program rules that do not reflect the realities of today’s economy.

Finally, I will address next steps that Congress should take to reduce poverty and expand opportunity.
Congress should avoid bad ideas that demonstrably don’t work—such as block grants, misguided
requirements, and cuts in key programs—and should seize opportunities that build on research and
experience. These include expanded access to child care for all low-income parents, investment in
effective workforce development programs and career opportunities, financial access to postsecondary
education and completion for today’s low-income students, crucial fixes to the work support system for
adults and families, and basic standards for faimess at work, including raising the minimum wage. Many
of these solutions would also benefit middle-income Americans who struggle with some of the same
problems that hold back parents, workers, and students living in poverty—such as the high cost of child
care and of postsecondary education, the need to develop new skills, and the lack of paid leave and fair,
predictable work schedules.

America’s Economic Security Programs Reduce Poverty, Help Children Thrive, and
Support Work

The key benefits of today’s federal economic security programs, according to a large and growing body

1
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of research, are substantial reductions in poverty, improvements in the ability of low-income families and
individuals to meet basic needs such as health and nutrition, and lifelong enhancements to children’s
health and economic success. While there are many ways to define the core group of economic security
programs, in summarizing this research, I will focus on three groups of means-tested programs that are
often identified as part of the national safety net. The largest and most widely available elements of the
safety net for low-income individuals and families are Medicaid (and the closely related Children’s
Health Insurance Program or CHIP), the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), and the
Eamed Income Tax Credit (EITC) and refundable Child Tax Credit (CTC). Another group of income- and
work-support programs, including cash assistance from the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
(TANF) block grant, housing subsidies, and child care subsidies, provide important supports to those who
are able to receive them, but capped spending limits their reach. A third group of programs, such as the
Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act, which received a bipartisan Congressional reauthorization in
2014, and the Higher Education Act do not provide direct income support, but help workers obtain the
skills they need to advance in the labor market.

Economic Security Programs Reduce Poverty

The first important success of these programs is that they sharply reduce the poverty rate. Because the
official federal poverty rate doesn’t count the income that families get from these programs, assessing the
reduction in poverty requires estimating an alternative poverty rate. In 2014, the Census Bureau’s analysis
of this Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM) shows that refundable tax credits, such as the EITC and
CTC, reduced overall poverty (as measured by the SPM) by 3.1 percentage points and child poverty by a
remarkable 7.1 percentage points. Similarly, SNAP benefits reduced overall poverty by 1.5 percentage
points and child poverty by 2.8 percent.! Researchers at Columbia University who used similar methods
to analyze the effect of these key programs over time found that in the most recent year available to them,
2012, government tax and transfer policies reduced the share of people who are poor by almost half, from
29 percent to 16 percent. By contrast, in 1967, tax and transfer programs reduced poverty by just 1
percentage point, from 27 percent to 26 percent.”

Econornic Security Programs Improve Low-Income Families’ Lives and Children’s Long-term
Prospects

A second success is that the federal safety net programs have dramatically changed the lives of low-
imcome families, both poor and near-poor, through large improvements in access to health care and
nutrition. To take the example of health care, over the past decade, children’s health insurance coverage
increased dramatically as a result of bipartisan improvements to the safety net, particularly Medicaid and
CHIP. In 2013, the Census Bureau found that only 7.3 percent of children under age 18, or 5.4 million
children, were uninsured, a reduetion of over 2 million uninsured children since 2000.° Then in 2014, as a
result of the Affordable Care Act, adults” health insurance coverage soared to historic levels, with the
share of Americans lacking insurance coverage down to 10.4 percent in 2014 from 13.3 percent in 2013,
Young adults and low-income workers particularly benefitted, with adults ages 18 to 34 comprising over
40 percent of the 8.8 million newly insured Americans. The uninsured rate for Americans living below
the poverty line fell from 23.5 percent to 19.3 percent, and the rate for working adults living in poverty
fell by almost a quarter, from 42.7 to 33.4 percent.

Children’s and mothers” access to health insurance during pregnancy and in the first months of life is
linked to significant reductions in infant mortality, childhood deaths, and the incidence of low
birthweight.* The Kaiser Family Foundation’s recent review of the research finds, for example, that
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coverage through both Medicaid and private insurance is associated with improvements in health care
access and utilization. ® Research also demonstrates that Medicaid coverage improves access to care and
overall health, and reduces mortality rates.” A rigorous study in Oregon found that in the first one to two
years of coverage, people who gained Medicaid increased overall health care utilization, reported better
health, reduced financial strain, and sharply reduced depression compared to the control group.®

Ewven more striking is the evidence that addressing health and nutrition needs in the early years of life has
important effects on children’s long-term development. Recent rigorous studies of both SNAP and public
health insurance have demonstrated the positive effects of access as a child to these safety net programs
on life outcomes into adulthood. For example, a paper by the National Bureau of Economic Research
finds that having access to SNAP in early childhood improves adult outcomes including health and
economic self-sufficiency.” Expanding health insurance coverage for low-income children has large
effects on high school completion, college attendance, and college completion.'’ Expanded Medicaid
coverage for pregnant women and infants has been shown to contribute to higher rates of
intergenerational upward mobility."!

A growing body of research also demonstrates effects of other components of the safety net, including the
EITC and the CTC, on children’s success years later. Children whose families receive larger EITCs tend
to have improved test scores, higher high-school graduation rates and higher college attendance rates.
These academic benefits extend to children of all ages and racial and ethnic background—with an even
larger effect for minority children on high school diploma or GED achievement. "

Econornic Security Programs Support Work

In addition, the overwhelming empirical evidence is that the safety net as a whole supports work,
particularly for low-income parents. What typically holds people back from working is not too much
support for work but too little—such as the absence of help with child care or the instability associated
with not being able to afford a stable residence.

One example may make this clearer before 1 go into the research evidence. Child care subsidies
overwhelmingly have a pro-work effect, enabling mothers to work and work more steadily. But because
funding for child care assistance is so limited, a mother who goes to work could find herself unable to get
access to help in a particular state even though her earnings are far, far below what it would take for her to
pay for the full cost of child care—which ranges from $5,500 to $16,549 for an infant in center-based care
depending on the state."* There are important next steps Congress could take—in particular, major
increases in investment to build on the recent bipartisan reauthorization of the Child Care and
Development Block Grant (CCDBG)—to fix this obstacle.

Now let me turn to the evidence that strong safety net programs support work.

First, the majority of people who get help from these core programs are in fact working—but earming too
little to make ends meet. That’s not surprising, since weve already seen that most poor children live in
families with workers—their problem isn’t reluctance to work but low wages, insecure jobs, or too few
hours. Some programs, such as the EITC and CTC, are directed specifically to families with workers—
and they create an incentive to work more because they increase as eamnings increase up to specified
limits. But in other programs as well, participants have significant work attachment. For example, among
all SNAP households with at least one working-age adult not receiving disability benefits, more than half
have a member who works while receiving SNAP—and more than 80 percent work either in the year
prior to or the year after receiving SNAP. The rates are even higher for SNAP households with children."

3
1200 18th Street NW » Suite 200 » Washington, DC 20036 » p (202) 906.8000 » f (202) 842.2885 » www.clasp.org



32

Second, many rigorous studies analyzing the effects of the safety net programs on families’ actual level of
work find that when low-income working parents can get and keep the full package of work support
programs, they are better able to stabilize their lives, keep a job, move up, and help their children thrive.
For example, research on child care subsidies has consi ly found that they play a key role in
improving parents’ employment outcomes, including stability of employment and earnings. Studies of
parents leaving welfare for work have concluded that families accessing various work supports, including
health insurance, SNAP, and child care, were more likely to be stably employed and less likely to return
to welfare."* Studies of the EITC show that its effects in increasing labor force participation are of far
greater magnitude than its effects in reducing the hours of employment for those who are already
working."® Empirical studies of the effects of the safety net as a whole confirm that, in practice, income
support programs’ work disincentives are so small as to have “almost no effect” on their anti-poverty
effectiveness.'’

Third, work effort among poor and near-poor mothers—the group eligible for the widest range of safety
net benefits—has gone up, not down. In 1975, fewer than half of all mothers were in the labor force, and
only about a third of mothers with a child under age 3, compared in 2012 to more than 70 percent of all
mothers and 60 percent of mothers with a child under age 3."* While married mothers were working more
in the 1980s and early 1990s, since then, single mothers have closed the gap, with about three-quarters of
single mothers in the labor force in 2014 compared to 68 percent of married mothers.'” Given the
practical and financial challenges involved in working in a low-wage job while caring for a young child,
this work effort is remarkable.

Finally, over the past decade, Congress has taken several steps to remove remaining barriers to work in
the core economic security programs:

* The Affordable Care Act enabled states that expand Medicaid to remove a major potential
disincentive to work. In the 31 states that have expanded Medicaid, parents no longer have to fear
that taking a job will eliminate their access to crucial health coverage.

*  The bipartisan reauthorization of the Child Care and Development Block Grant in 2014 allows a
parent to keep child care assistance when her income rises. However, while helpful, this is only a
partial fix: spending caps at the federal level still leave the vast majority of eligible families
without the child care assistance they need in the first place.

* In the Omnibus Appropriations Act of December 2015, Congress made permanent the increases
in the EITC and the CTC provided temporarily through the American Recovery and
Remvestment Act (ARRA). This was an enormous win for low-income families, and it
strengthened work incentives by ensuring that families would start to receive the work-
encouraging benefits of the CTC at lower income levels.

Some states have also recognized that a strong and well-administered safety net supports work. Poorly
administered programs can make it hard for low-income families to succeed at work—for example,
parents in low-wage jobs will likely lose pay and even possibly lose their jobs if they have to wait in line
to renew a Medicaid card or get food assistance for their family. But well-administered programs help
families get and keep the full package of supports they need to stabilize their lives and move up on the
job. For example, Governor C.L. (“Butch™) Otter of Idaho explained in a 2013 commentary that Idaho’s
commitment to streamlining access to SNAP, Medicaid, and child care subsidies comes from its goal of
“helping families enter and succeed in the workforce” To achieve this goal, Idaho has sought to “identify
gaps in the services available to low-income working Idahoans and reduce the impediments to receiving
those services for which they are eligible. .. Through a multi-state initiative led by CLASP and its
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national partners the Urban Institute and the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, five other states in
addition to Idaho (Colorado, Illinois, North Carolina, Rhode Island, and South Carolina) have seized the
opportunities available under current federal law and policy to innovate, streamline, and integrate the
major safety net programs (including Medicaid/CHIP, SNAP, and child care assistance) into a coherent
package for families, in order to support their stability and success at work and at the same time improve
efficiency and program integrity.

Low Wages, Unstable Jobs and Budget Cuts Leave Far Too Many American
Families Struggling to Make Ends Meet

In spite of the support of the safety net, changes in the availability of secure, decent-paying jobs and the
nature of low-wage work have created an enormous headwind for many Americans struggling for
economic security. For example, a minimum wage job today has about 20 percent less value than when
President Reagan took office, leaving a full-time minimum wage worker in a family of three well below
the federal poverty line:™ the many low-wage workers who can’t get full-time work eam even less.
Budget cuts and gaps in the core economic security programs compound the problem.

Unfortunately, many of those most vulnerable are children—particularly babies and toddlers—and young
adults, who have the highest poverty rates among all Americans. More than one in five (21.1 percent)
children and almost one in five (19.8 percent) young adulis live in households with incomes below the
federal poverty line (519,073 for a family of three). Even families with incomes somewhat above this
threshold often struggle to cover basic needs—and nearly 4 in 10 children are in families with incomes
under twice the poverty level.

Maost of these poor children live in families where adults work, often long hours. Nearly 70 percent of
poor children, or more than 10 million children, live in families with at least one worker, and one-third
live in families with at least one worker employed full-time, full-year. Among poor Hispanic/Latino
children, the largest single group of poor children, 41.6 percent lived with at least one full-time, full-year
worker and 76 percent lived in families with at least one worker.

For these families, low wages, erratic schedules, inadequate or volatile hours, and rigid job demands all
play a role in obstructing family economic security.” Much of this is driven by the nature of jobs in
today’s low-wage labor market. For example, a city study found that almost 60 percent of the retail
workforce is hired in part-time, temporary or holiday positions, and only 17 percent of workers surveyed
have a set schedule.” The lack of paid leave can result not only in the loss of wages but also in the loss of
jobs. An Oxfam study found that one in seven low-wage workers reports losing a job in the past four
vears because they were sick or needed to care for a family member **

While single parents face the greatest obstacles to economic security, and children living in single-parent
families are much more likely to be poor, millions of children in two-parent families are also poor. More
than 5 million children with married parents were poor in 2014, or more than 1 in 10 (11 percent) of all
children in married-couple families. More than one in five (21 percent) of Hispanic/Latino children in
married-couple families are poor.

Particularly vulnerable are children and young adults of color, whose circumstances have great
importance to America’s future: they are expected to make up over 50 percent of the nation’s population
of children by 2020.** (Children under age 5 have already reached this milestone.)*® Poverty rates for
Black children and voung adults are 37.1 percent and 29 percent respectively and for Hispanic/Latino
children and young adults, 31.9 percent and 22 4 percent.

1200 18th Street NW » Suite 200 » Washington, DC 20036 » p (202) 906.8000 » f (202) 842.2885 » www.clasp.org



34

These high rates of child poverty endanger not only the wellbeing of individual children but the future
skills and capacity of America’s labor force and the nation’s economic future. Children who are born poor
and are persistently poor are far more likely than their peers to fail to fimish high school, become parents
as teens, and experience poverty as adults.”” And parents’ low-wage work has the potential to compound
children’s developmental risk, because unstable work schedules make it difficult to secure stable child
care and because parents’ own stress affects children’s development. In addition, fully 40 percent of low-
income parents have no access to paid time off (no sick days or medical leave, no parental leave, no
vacation), making it difficult to care for newborn or sick children **

Federal and state budget cuts and the sharp deterioration of block grant programs such as TANF have
compounded the problem. As a result of federal caps and state budget challenges, child care assi e
spending 1s at a 12-year low and the number of children receiving CCDBG-funded assistance has reached
a 16-year low, with nearly 364,000 fewer children receiving assistance in 2014 than in 2006.* Other
programs have experienced even sharper cuts—since 2000, federal workforce development funding has
been reduced by more than 40 percent in constant dollars. The TANF block grant, which has received no
increase in funding since enactment in 1996 except for a temporary boost under ARRA, has lost one third
of its value—combined with bad state choices, this has resulted in just 17percent of poor children
nationwide (and fewer than 10 percent in 17 states) receiving cash assistance.

Recent academic research has painted a powerful picture of the consequences for families and individuals
of the changing low-wage labor market coupled with these gaps in the safety net. Kathryn Edin’s and
Luke Shaefer’s $2.00 a Day: Living on Almost Nothing in America provides national estimates of the
staggering number of families living below this line—1 .5 million households, with roughly 3 million
children—along with powerful vignettes, showing the terrible consequences for parents and children of
short-term jobs with no help in between. Matthew Desmond’s Eviefed shows how housing instability is
both a cause and consequence of poverty, with families with children particularly at risk. Yet as both
books indicate, there are practical next steps that the nation can and should take to change this picture.

Next Steps for Reducing Poverty and Expanding Opportunity

To reduce poverty and help vulnerable Americans work, raise children, and succeed, Congress should pay
attention to the evidence about what works, avoid bad ideas even if they sound good, and commit to
selected bold next steps where we know investment will pay off.

Avoid bad ideas

Given the strong evidence about the safety net’s importance to family wellbeing, children’s long-term
outcomes, and stable and sustainable work, the worst thing that Congress could do 15 ignore the research
and undermine success. That means avoiding bad ideas, including turning core safety net programs into
block grants, imposing misguided work requirements that threaten access to food, health care, and other
essential benefits, or cutting the federal budget for low-income work supports.

Block Grants Have a History of Failure

All the available experience with block grants suggests that they don’t work for core safety net programs.
The history of block grants shows that, since there is no direct link between spending and need, their
Congressional appropriations shrink drastically over time—as with the reductions in TANF and CCDBG
cited earlier—and they cannot respond to economic downturns, For example, during the recent Great
Recession, SNAP and Medicaid, which are not block grants, provided greater support to states,
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communities, and families as economic need rose. From 2007 to 2011, SNAP caseloads and federal
support to states went up in response to the recession-driven increase in need, leveling off and then
beginning to decline as the economy has recovered. By contrast, block grants like TANF do not increase
federal assistance in a recession, leaving states caught between a rising number of families seeking help
and declining state tax revenues. National TANF cash assistance caseloads responded only modestly to
the deep recession and in six states caseloads continued to decline from 2007 to 2009 in the face of
sharply nising need—leaving families and states without resources just when they needed help most.

Block grant proponents sometimes argue that flexibility can compensate for inadequate funding, but the
evidence suggests that just isn’t true. Taking advantage of flexibility to get rid of extra bureaucratic steps
can save modest administrative costs, but it doesn’t come close to filling the gaps in seriously
underfunded programs. For example, CCDBG 1s highly flexible, but as a result of capped federal funding,
the number of children served has hit the lowest number in more than a decade.

Increased flexibility also risks diverting funds from programs’ core mission. For example, the most recent
available data show that states spent just over a quarter of TANF and state maintenance of effort funds on
cash assistance, and another quarter on work activities and child care. The remaining funds went to a
variety of state services and supports for low-income families, in some cases supplanting previous state
spending.” It does not make sense to allow states to trade off intensive services or case management for
the most vulnerable families against core health or nutritional supports to other needy families—or to
force states into these trade-offs as a result of shrinking federal budget investments.

Finally, block grants are ill-suited to supporting core national goals—such as ensuring that every
American starts life healthy and well-nourished—but instead contribute to disparate life chances based on
where a child is bom. This is true not only because states may make different choices about their level of
commitment to needy families but also because capped federal funding short-changes states with a
growing number of poor children and families over time, as in the South and Southwest. Compounding
the damage, this capped funding may have a disproportionate effect on Black and Hispanic/Latino
children who are particularly likely to live in these states. For example, CLASP’s analysis of CCDBG
shows that only 8 percent of eligible Hispanic/Latino children get help compared to about 13 percent of
eligible children overall, with large differences across states—some likely due to state policy choices and
some to capped federal funding.™

Misguided Requirements Block Access Instead of Supporting Work

Given the large share of low-income families who are already employed yet still need help making ends
meet, along with the many barriers to steady work in the low-wage labor market, the best evidence
suggests that so-called “work requirements” are not effective strategies for increasing work hours and
earnings. What many low-income families—already working long hours in low-wage jobs while also
raising children—need the most is easy, straightforward access to health insurance and assistance paying
for food and child care. In these cases, the best way for states to promote work is a commitment to
streamlined access—as in Louisiana, expanding Medicaid this summer and becoming the first state to
take advantage of a new federal option for states to use information in SNAP files to easily enroll people
in Medicaid.

In fact, work requirements are too often counter-productive. For example, untreated physical and mental
health conditions are a major barrier to work—so getting health insurance and treatment 1s an important
step on the way to stable work. Imposing a work requirement as a condition of health insurance places
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applicants in a harsh “catch-22"—those who can’t meet the requirement without treatment are exactly the
ones who get cut off. Similarly, hungry people are less likely to succeed in school or work.

The evidence from TANF highlights that mandatory work programs are too often a barrier to access
rather than a springboard to economic security, in part because good programs require substantial state
and federal investment. While there are exceptions in individual communities, employment programs tied
to TANF often have little to offer in the way of effective services. Both the requirements (sometimes
driven by the federal participation rate, other times by state choices) and the programs offered are likely
to reflect outdated perspectives about what works, in contrast to the more current, evidence-driven
approaches included in Congress’s bipartisan reauthorization of WIOA—with its emphasis on career
pathways, effective programs to help participants earn industry-recognized postsecondary credentials, and
“eam while you learn” subsidized job strategies.

In other cases, punitive provisions described as “work requirements™ in fact have nothing to do with
work, as in the SNAP time hmits for so-called “able-bodied adults without dependents.” These
individuals are already required to accept suitable job offers, so the so-called work requirement 1s really a
time limit. After three months receiving SNAP assistance, these individuals must actually be working or
in approved traiming a full 20 hours per week or else be cut off—vet states are not required to offer them
an opportunity to participate in an employment program. Federal law allows for an exemption from this
requirement in areas of high unemployment, but an increasing number of states have turned down the
waivers for which they are eligible. Given today’s low-wage labor market, this means that people who are
actively searching for employment and those who are working but not meeting the required 20 hours per
week will be forced off of SNAP—raising the likelihood that they will skip meals, struggle with food
insecurity, and find it hard to sustain stable work.

Thus, strategies to encourage work across benefit programs should focus on making effective work and
training opportunities available, drawing on the lessons of WIOA and of successful local and state
initiatives. They should never disqualify individuals from benefits when no appropriate training or work
experience has been offered to them; and they should never be a condition for children’s access to
benefits or for anyone’s—children’s or adults’—access to health insurance.

Cuts Harm Low- and Moderate-Income Americans

Struggling families also face damage from past and threatened budget cuts. From FY 2010 through FY
2016, out of the 164 programs tracked by the Coalition on Human Needs, 139 sustained cuts in funding,
accounting for inflation; only 25 grew. Nearly half (67) were cut by 15 percent or more, and nearly one-
third (54) were cut by 25 percent or more.*” These cuts have limited low-income families” access to
housing, to youth services, to education and training, and other core programs. Alarmingly, the budget
resolution proposed by the House of Representatives would increase these cuts, harming low- and
moderate-income people, and would cut discretionary spending far more deeply than envisioned even
with sequestration. Non-defense discretionary spending would drop from $518.5 billion in FY 2017 down
to $472 billion in the next year: it then would stay absolutely flat for the next nine years, eroding with
inflation year by year, leading to a total cut of $887 billion as compared to current policy through 2026.
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Take Bold Next Steps, Supported by the Evidence

As we've seen, reducing poverty and promoting opportunity for America’s families requires tackling the
economic headwinds facing workers, building on emerging insights and successes, and filling remaining
gaps in the safety net. Congress should consider five bold next steps.

1. Help parents work and children thrive by ensuring access to high-quality child care and
early education programs.

High-quality child care and early education programs are central to parents’ work and to children’s well-
being, development, and opportunities to escape poverty as adults—yet few low-income parents can
afford such programs without help. As a consequence of capped federal funding, the number of children
receiving child care subsidies under CCDBG is the lowest it has been since 1998; Head Start serves less
than half of eligible preschoolers and fewer than 5 percent of poor babies and toddlers.

Increased funding for child care should be an urgent priority as part of an agenda to reduce poverty,
promote opportunity, and strengthen the American economy more broadly. A virtually unanimous
bipartisan majority in the Congress voted for CCDBG reauthorization in 2014, including improvements to
support quality and allow parents to move up at work. Yet, as Congress recognized in last year’s budget
deal, making these improvements will require resources. We strongly recommend that Congress commit
to an increase of $1.2 billion in CCDBG in 2017 to ensure that states can implement the law without
further reducing the number of children served.

But reducing poverty and increasing opportunity requires a bolder next step—not just avoiding cuts but
reaching the five of six eligible children who are currently unable to get help because of funding limits.
Guaranteeing child care assistance for all low-income parents with voung children, as proposed by
President Obama in the 2017 budget, would go a long way to expand economic opportunity for families.

2. Ensure access to high-quality workforce development programs and career
opportunities to all low-income and low-skilled workers, both vouth and adults.

The Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA) enacted by the Congress in 2014 includes
improvements in workforce development programs to give low-income workers access to good jobs and
careers. Steps forward include a focus on demand-driven training, including postsecondary education
leading to employment; requirements to develop career pathways that allow participants to link training,
credentials, and work experience in individualized ways, building skills over time; and a strengthened
priority for serving low-income, lower-skilled individuals, including recipi of public assi e
benefits and out-of-school youth.

But valuable as they are, these provisions will not achieve their full intended effect on low-wage and low-
skilled workers™ success on the job without adequate funding, at the levels authorized in the law. Given
the 40 percent reduction in federal funding for workforce development noted earhier, even greater
investments would be required to truly enhance opportunity for low-income workers.

A number of other investments would make a big difference for low-skilled and low-income workers.
These include strengthening dropout recovery strategies and advancing career and technical education
programs that align with WIOA by bridging high school and postsecondary levels and targeting special
attention to low-income students. And given the high levels of economic distress among youth and young
adults, Congress should make substantial investments in youth employment, including but not limited to
summer employment, with the jobs carefully linked to leaming and career development.
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3. Tear down financial barriers to postsecondary success for today’s low-income students.

Postsecondary credentials are crucial for economic success in today’s labor market. Yet far too many
students fail to complete the education they need because of financial barriers. One key reason is that
policies are not aligned with the reality of who today’s students are: half of all college students—and far
more among students of color and students in two-year colleges—are financially independent of their
parents, and one quarter of students are parents themselves. These students’ college completion is
threatened by their deep levels of unmet financial need, which are higher among students of color.™
Unmet need, driven both by spiraling costs of college tuition and fees and by the costs of transportation,
books, supplies, food, and housing, often leads students to drop out, borrow more, decrease their course
load, or increase their work hours to levels inconsistent with staying in school.

Congress should reform the Higher Education Act to make financial aid responsive to today’s students
and address the needs and attendance patterns of nontraditional and low-income students. Crucial policy
reforms include reinstating year-round eligibility for Pell grants and ensuring that student aid is available
for working students, including those attending less than half-time; connecting financial aid with other
programs, benefits, and sources of student assistance”™; and funding new federal-state partnerships
providing two years of tuition- and fee-free community college through “first-dollar™ scholarships that are
accessible to nontraditional students.*®

4. Fix gaps in the safety net and support work for the neediest Americans.

As noted earlier, despite the broad-brush successes of the safety net, its gaps take a serious toll on the
neediest Americans. Congress should consider two timely steps to support work and meet basic needs.

Support work by building on the successes of the EITC and CTC. The most immediate step would be to
expand the EITC for childless workers and young adults. Under current law, individuals without
dependent children can only receive a very small credit—a maximum of about $500—and begin to lose
the benefit even before their earnings reach the poverty threshold. Younger and older workers are at a
further disadvantage because, under current law, the EITC is only accessible to eligible individuals
without dependent children if the workers are between ages 25 and 65.

Broadening the age range would be particularly valuable for young adult workers, many of whom begin
careers in low-wage jobs—both helping them make ends meet and encouraging workforce participation.
A White House report estimates that 3.3 million working vouth under age 25 would be newly eligible for
the EITC under the president’s proposal, accounting for over 24 percent of all workers who would benefit
from this expansion.”’

There is bipartisan support for expanding the EITC for workers without qualifying children and making it
available to younger workers starting at age 21. All of the proposals increase the maximum credit rate for
childless workers, doubling it from the current level. [ urge you to move this proposal without delay.

In addition, Congress should make the CTC fully refundable so that the lowest-income workers can
benefit. The CTC exists because we recognize that raising children is costly at all income levels; it does
not make sense for parents who are unable to find consistent work to be shut out.

Strengthen TANF as both a safety net and a work program. Last summer, this Committee released a

discussion draft of a bill to reauthorize TANF, which has been operating under short-term extensions
since 2010. We are pleased that the discussion draft bill made critical changes to improve the TANF work
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participation rate (WPR), as CLASP has long advocated. The bill would give states greater flexibility to
serve individuals with barriers to employment and other disabilities, and would count more education and
training activities toward the WPR to support TANF recipients in obtaining the skills and credentials
needed to sustain employment. These changes would both reflect ways in which our changing economy
increasingly requires higher levels of education for family-sustaining jobs, and would remove barriers that
prevent states from aligning TANF work programs with the workforce programs under WIOA.

However, the draft bill did not provide states with additional federal resources, and did not hold them
accountable for TANF’s effectiveness as a safety net. We would welcome the opportunity to build upon
the comments we have already submitted regarding the discussion draft™ and to share our thoughts on
how to strengthen TANF as both a safety net for the most vulnerable families and a work program.

5. Establish minimum standards for wages and kev aspects of job guality, so jobs support
rather than destabilize families.

As we've seen, many Americans work hard yet cannot make ends meet because of inadequate wages or
hours, unpredictable schedules that do not allow them to keep the family budget on an even keel or secure
stable child care, and the lack of any paid leave to care for an infant. a sick child or famuly member or to
recover from their own illness. While some employers ensure all their workers have these basic elements
of stable work, far too many do not. For example, about 40 percent of all workers do not have paid sick
days; many more do not have paid family and medical leave. Further, the lack of minimum standards in
jobs aggravates the nation’s inequalities™, including racial inequalities."” That’s why it’s crucial to pass
public policies. Currently, states and localities across the country are enacting such statutes (for example,
New York state just became the fourth to provide paid family and medical leave), and over 30
jurisdictions including 5 states now have a statute that ensures workers can earn paid sick days. There are
now models and research that can inform Congressional action.

No serious effort to reduce poverty and promote opportunity can sidestep the importance of decent,
stable, family-supporting jobs. Congress should pass legislation to upgrade the minimum wage and to
create new national policies for paid family and medical leave, paid sick days, and fair scheduling.
Congress should take up consideration of the Raise the Wage Act, the FAMILY Act, the Healthy
Families Act, and the Schedules that Work Act.

Conclusion

America’s core economic security programs reduce poverty, improve the lives of low-income families,
promote children’s long-term success, and support work. Yet changes in the economy that have fostered
low-wage, insecure jobs, as well as budget cuts and remaining gaps in the safety net, have left far too
many people struggling to make ends meet.

But the good news is that rigorous research as well as recent experience offer considerable evidence about
what works and what needs to be fixed. Learning from that evidence, Congress should avoid bad ideas
that demonstrably don’t work—such as block grants, misguided requirements, and cuts in key programs-
and should seize opportunities that build on success. Thank you, and I look forward to your questions.
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Chairman BRADY. Thank you.
Mr. Bragdon, please proceed with your testimony.

STATEMENT OF TARREN BRAGDON, FOUNDER AND CHIEF
EXECUTIVE OFFICER, FOUNDATION FOR GOVERNMENT
ACCOUNTABILITY

Mr. BRAGDON. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member
Levin and Members of the Committee, thank you for the oppor-
tunity to testify. I am Tarren Bragdon, the Founder and CEO of
the Foundation for Government Accountability, a nonpartisan,
multistate policy organization that works with State leaders across
America to free individuals from poverty through proven welfare
reforms.

All of us are here because we want the same thing, to help as
many families as possible escape poverty as quickly as possible.
The best way to do this, and to solve many of the other challenges
welfare programs currently face, is through a simple but powerful
tool that must be core to any welfare reform conversation. Work.

But here is the fundamental problem with the welfare reform
conversation. It is a debate dominated by rhetoric and anecdote.
Fifty years ago, Congress and President Johnson tried to answer
the question of how do you end poverty. But the sad truth is that
strategy has failed. But the tragedy of the failed welfare state is
not how much money is being spent, the real tragedy is how many
families are being trapped in poverty for far too long, sometimes
generations.

So how do you get somebody out of poverty as quickly as pos-
sible? In 1996, Congress and the President in a bipartisan way took
this problem head on, requiring able-bodied, childless adults to
work in order to receive food stamps, working 20 hours a week or
volunteering. And if they refused, they would have to cycle off the
program after 3 months. But Republican and Democrat Adminis-
trations allowed States to waive these requirements. But thank-
fully, several Governors are restoring them. And I will focus my
comments on two States, Kansas, which restored them in 2013, and
Maine, which followed in 2014.

We launched an effort in Kansas to track the 41,000 people im-
pacted by this policy change with the largest study of its kind,
matching those who were on welfare with the State’s Department
of Labor hiring and earnings database to see what happened after
the policy change. Maine replicated this methodology for 10,000.

The results are inspiring and we no longer have to rely on specu-
lation or anecdotes. But we can see how commonsense work re-
quirements worked. And the results proved that the bipartisan ef-
fort of Congress 20 years ago was on the right track.

Before Kansas restored work requirements, recipients on average
received about $200 a month in food stamps, whether they worked
or not, and most did not. But for those who refused to meet the
work requirement and were transitioned off welfare, guess what
happened next? They went to work in record numbers, half right
away and 60 percent within a year. And not only did they go to
work, but average income of workers doubled and the average in-
come is now above the poverty line. Maine saw a similar success,
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all of this within 12 months of the work requirement being rein-
stated.

And even those who stayed on welfare were better off. Enrollees
were more likely to be working, more likely to be working more
hours. Incomes increased, and the average time that somebody
spent on welfare was cut in half.

Simply by following the work requirement you established 20
years ago caused enrollment for these adults to drop by up to 90
percent. Because people literally transformed themselves through
work, earning hope, higher income and a brighter future.

This paints a clear, inspiring and simple roadmap to Federal wel-
fare reform. And it is a road that Congress has already traveled.

If Congress could do just one thing, it should be to add these
commonsense work requirements and time limits to most of the 80-
plus means-tested welfare programs for all nondisabled working-
age adults. And here is another important thing to consider. This
reform frees up limited resources to help the truly needy, including
the more than 600,000 Americans who have intellectual disabilities
or are in frail health, waiting for Medicaid waiver services. And
fortunately, these are also incredibly popular bipartisan reforms,
with 82 percent of Americans supporting work requirements. This
is an American thing.

It turns out that work works. You set the standard 20 years ago,
and I am here today to ask you to finish what you started.

Thank you. My written testimony highlights in much more de-
tail. I have attached the reports and some of the key takeaways as
gell. And I would be pleased to answer any questions that you

ave.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Bragdon follows:]
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Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Levin and members of the Committee, thank you for the
opportunity to testify. I am Tarren Bragdon, the founder and CEO of the Foundation for
Government Accountability. FGA is a non-partisan, multi-state policy organization that works
with state leaders across America to free individuals from poverty through proven welfare
reforms.

All of us are here because we want the same thing: to help as many families as possible escape
poverty as quickly as possible.

The best way to do this, and to solve many of the other challenges welfare programs currently
face, is through a simple but powerful tool that must be core to any welfare reform conversation:
work. When I refer to welfare, I am referring not just to temporary cash assistance, but also to
food stamps, Medicaid, and nearly 80 other means-tested welfare programs.’

But here’s the fundamental problem with the welfare reform conversation: it is a debate
dominated by rhetoric and anecdote.

Fifty years ago, Congress and President Johnson tried to answer the question: “How do we end

poverty?”

Their answer then was an unprecedented expansion of welfare. And now, fifty years later, there
are more than 80 means-tested welfare programs, consuming more than $1 trillion in federal,
state, and local tax dollars every single year.>?

While this may have been well-intentioned, the sad truth is this strategy has failed. But the
tragedy of the failed welfare state is not how much money is being spent. The real tragedy is how
many families are being trapped in poverty for far too long—sometimes generations.

So how do you get someone out of poverty as soon as possible? You get them back to work.

In 1996, Congress started to tackle this problem head on, with Republicans and Democrats
working together with President Clinton." You began requiring able-bodied childless adults to
work in order to receive food stamps.”’ These adults are between the ages of 18 and 49—their
prime working years—have no kids at home, and have no disabilities keeping them from
working.®

They are asked to work, train, or volunteer for 20 hours per week in order to continue receiving
food stamps.” If they refuse, they eycle off food stamps after receiving three months of benefits,
which are allowed every three years.®

But those successes have since been undermined by Republican and Democrat presidential

administrations enabling states to waive these requirements during the recession and well after.
Last year, more than 40 states waived these requirements in some or all areas.’
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Thankfully, governors and lawmakers in several states have begun restoring your work
requirements for these able-bodied adults. I will focus my remarks on two of these states:
Kansas, which restored work requirements in 2013, and Maine, which followed suit in 2014.

We launched an effort in Kansas to track the 41,000 people impacted by this policy change in the
largest welfare research study of its kind.!® Working with the state Department for Children and
Families, we matched person-by-person these individuals on food stamps with the state
Department of Labor’s hiring and earnings databases.'! Maine took this methodology and
replicated the study for nearly 10,000 adults.'?

The results are inspiring. We no longer have to rely on speculation or aneedotes, we can now see
what happened as a result of common-sense work requirements and time limits. And the results
prove that the bi-partisan efforts undertaken in Congress 20 years ago were on the right track.

Before Kansas restored work requirements:
* Recipients received an average of nearly $200 in food stamps each and every month,
whether they worked or not."?
e The vast majority did not work—just one in five were working at all—and most were in
severe poverty. '

Those who didn’t meet the work requirement were transitioned off welfare after three months.'
But guess what happened next? They went back to work in record numbers and are now better
off.
» Half were working right away and nearly 60 percent had found employment within a
16
year.
¢ Not only did they go back to work, but incomes skyrocketed, increasing by an average of
127 percent."”
o The average income for those working is now above the poverty line.'®

This is what poverty reduction looks like.

Maine saw similar successes. Thousands of able-bodied adults leaving food stamps found jobs
and increased their hours, leading their incomes to rise by 114 percent on average.'® And in both
states, that higher income more than offset the food stamps they lost, leaving them better off than
they had been on welfare 202!

These results only capture in-state employment subject to unemployment insurance reporting,.
That means it doesn’t account for self-employment income, out-of-state employment, or other
wages not subject to state reporting rules. When these analyses are updated with additional data,
the success stories will only improve.

All of this occurred within 12 months of the work requirement being reinstated and people
leaving welfare behind.

Even those who stayed and met the work requirements were also better off.

Tarren Bragdon Ways & Means Committee Testimony — May 24, 2016 20f4
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o Enrollees were twice as likely to be working and were working more hours after the
reforms.”
e Incomes increased and the amount of time spent on welfare was cut in half.?*

Simply following the work requirement you established 20 years ago caused enrollment for these
adults to drop by up to 90 percent. The number of able-bodied childless adults on food stamps is
now 75 percent lower in Kansas than it was pre-reform.* Similarly, enrollment dropped by
nearly 90 percent in Maine.?

People literally transformed themselves through work, earning hope, higher incomes and a
brighter future. This is a woman earning over $50,000 a year in a commercial bakery, it’s a
young man leaving food stamps after 4 years and entering a career in publishing, it’s someone’s
daughter now earning a living in the health care industry. These are real people moving into real
jobs.

The outcomes of these largest-ever research surveys paint a clear, inspiring, and simple roadmap
to federal welfare reform. It’s a road Congress has already traveled.

If Congress could do just one thing, it should be to add these common-sense work requirements
and time limits to most 80-plus means-tested welfare programs for all non-disabled, working-age
adults.

This reform would also likely deal with much of the fraud and program integrity issues facing
these programs today. It would make the outcomes and success measures clear: increasing work,
raising incomes, and reducing poverty.

Here's another really important thing to consider: having this universal standard for work
throughout almost all welfare programs would move more Americans out of dependency and
free up limited resources to help the truly needy, including nearly 600,000 Americans who have
intellectual disabilities or are in frail health waiting for Medicaid waiver services.?

Fortunately these are incredibly popular, bi-partisan reforms. In fact, 82 percent of Americans
support work requirements—including 89 percent of Republicans, 83 percent of Independents,
and 75 percent of Democrats.?” Bipartisan majorities want these requirements expanded all able-
bodied adults not just on food stamps, but on other programs as well - including Medicaid.”®
Even those currently on welfare or who have been on welfare in the past support these changes.”

This is an American thing.

It turns out work works. You set the standard 20 years ago. I'm here today to ask you to finish
what you started.

Thank you. I have only highlighted the key takeaways, but you and your staff have the full
reports and background material. I am pleased to answer any questions you have.
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Chairman BRADY. Great. Thanks, Mr. Bragdon. Thank you all
for your excellent testimony.

So we will now proceed with the question-and-answer session,
and I will begin.

And I want to really talk about the difference between alleviating
the symptoms of poverty, sort of the old school approach, versus ad-
dressing the causes of poverty. Under our current, outdated, old
system, a person in need comes in and we provide assistance to
meet their immediate needs, be it housing, food, whatever, and
then send them on their way. Next month, 6 months, a year later,
the same person comes in, still in need of help. We haven’t helped
them move up the economic ladder, or even helped them to grab
onto the first rung, as Governor Engler pointed out. What I have
realized, we often alleviate the symptoms of poverty, we don’t
really address the underlying reason why they need the help in the
first place. That is what we are interested in.

Ms. VanZant, your organization helps low-income individuals
and families with more than just their short-term needs. You re-
mind me of my sister, who runs a faith-based homeless program in
Humble, Texas, called Family Promise of Lake Houston, that fo-
cuses one by one on homeless families, gets them into that job, into
that apartment, onto their feet, really focusing, as your organiza-
tion does, on their needs longer-term in addressing them.

So from your standpoint, what are the specific things you do to
help people escape poverty? What should be our priority?

Ms. VANZANT. Mr. Chairman, thank you for the question. Mem-
bers of the Committee, one of the things that I have seen in the
20 years of working with low-income individuals across the country
is many times they are not listened to. And so we tend to build pro-
grams that are one-size-fits-all types of programs, and every one of
the 46 million Americans has a different life path and different ex-
periences.

And so what we are trying to do, albeit in an individual way, and
to make it scalable, is really listen to what’s going on in the lives
of our members. And then we have a three-prong approach.

We believe, if you think about a stool, it’s like three legs of the
stool. You need to have good physical health, you need to have good
economic health, and then you have to be connected to the place
that you live in some way, whether that is through a church orga-
nization or a civic organization, a school or a job. You need to have
relationships in your life. And when we can focus on all three of
those things, we really can start to customize what are the needed
supports to move people forward.

We also know that, as people are moving forward, as they define
their goals, as they stabilize in their life circumstances and as they
are connected with resources, they are going to approach a subsidy
cliff. And we want them to be well informed of that. It is very dif-
ficult to know what the eligibility requirements are and when the
subsidies are going to decrease. And so we want our members to
be well informed of what is coming ahead. How can that social con-
nectedness or those community resources be a backfill until we can
really restructure some of the policies that can support the transi-
tion off of government subsidies and into a fulfilled life of work and
purpose.
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Chairman BRADY. So addressing the cliff and really creating a
glide path, you know, not just to reach for that first rung but to
be able to stay on that first rung as they work their way up is im-
portant?

Ms. VANZANT. It is very important. You know, I think we all
know that some of the faces that our families are making as they
want to move out of a life of subsidy or out of a life of subsidy into
prosperity are they are going to have to start somewhere. We all
had to start somewhere. And it is going to take time, once you start
in the lower wage jobs, to be able to build your skills, build your
longevity and credibility with an employer to get to the higher
wage jobs.

The graphic that we provided to you as a part of our testimony
packet shows that many of our members have the same type of
purchase power at $12 an hour as they do at $18 to $20 an hour.
And so we really have to continue to find the right types of incen-
tives, the right levels of incentives so they can move from $12 an
hour to $18 an hour, and they have enough time and enough edu-
cation to be able to fill that gap. Because without the same pur-
chase power, any one of us would probably go back to a life that
we lgnow, instead of continuing to be on that ladder moving up-
ward.

We're also trying to help our members with the right kinds of
creative supports so that they can keep taking those positive steps
upward.

Chairman BRADY. Thank you very much.

Governor, from the business perspective, in your experience as
the CEO of a State, how do we get the incentives right for those
who really need to get back, to expect work, to get the incentives
aligned right? Your top priority for us?

Mr. ENGLER. In getting the incentives right, Ms. VanZant’s tes-
timony is really important because these cliffs that people encoun-
ter along the way, if we go back to the decision when we eliminated
the old AFDC program, we used to have something, I know Chair-
man Rangel in the old days will remember, income disregards. And
those used to be a terrible system. When you basically hit the
workforce, you started earning money, immediately when you got
a dollar, they took a dollar away from the grant.

And we had to change that to create incentives. And these incen-
tives have to be allowing someone to constantly earn more money.
Because people are smart. If they can earn more money, they will
choose to do to. And so that is important.

The most important thing, though, that I think we have to do
may not even be this Committee’s specific responsibility, but it’s
America’s responsibility. And that is, we have to interrupt the
cycle. We are spending $650 billion on our K through 12 education
programs and the Nation’s report card, as I mentioned, is indi-
cating 36 percent of American children at the end of the third
grade can read proficiently. If America can’t teach its kids to read,
I am questioning whether or not America can end poverty.

I think we can teach kids to read. We do it in schools where
there is 100 percent population free and reduced school lunch. But
I think as a national priority, and this is a State and local respon-
sibility, but it is on the national agenda, we have to teach our kids
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to read. If kids can’t read, I mean, we know where the supply line
is then for the future.

Chairman BRADY. Governor, thank you. Mr. Bragdon, do you
believe our current and past work of welfare and tax benefit pro-
grams, you know, some 80 plus, provide an effective ladder of op-
portunity to the middle class for those to try and work off welfare?
And does cutting through that and really focusing on important
priorities like a work requirement for work capable, is that really
the key?

Mr. BRAGDON. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I really think it is. Because
we know that the best way for an individual to get out of poverty
is to be working full time year round. Less than 3 percent of those
who are working full time year round are in poverty.

But unfortunately, what happens in most welfare programs is we
are paying people not to work, rather than pointing them back to
work and getting them back in the workforce as quickly as pos-
sible. And that is why the research from the largest ever tracking
studies in Kansas and Maine really show the power of that simple
but very direct reform of a work requirement, gets people back to
work. And it is not a stopping point. If you look at the research,
their income is improving every quarter, they are changing into
better and better jobs, and they are earning the success that will
ultimately give them the hope of a better life.

Chairman BRADY. Thank you, sir.

I now recognize the Senior Ranking Member from Michigan, Mr.
Levin, for any questions.

Mr. LEVIN. I must confess I find the discussion we just heard
appalling, that we are paying people not to work, when we have
proposals that would help people who are working opposed,
whether it is childcare, whether it is education, Pell grants,
whether it is Head Start. It is appalling to characterize those pro-
grams that way.

Ms. VanZant, your organization very much relies on Medicaid,
yes?

Mr. Bragdon, was your organization involved in the effort in
Florida to not utilize expanded Medicaid?

Mr. BRAGDON. Yes, we talked about what happens when you
expand the safety net.

Mr. LEVIN. The answer is yes. Your organization on your web-
site brags about opposition to expanding Medicaid in Florida, no?

Mr. BRAGDON. Yes, we were involved in that fight.

Mr. LEVIN. You were actively involved in that effort, were you

Mr. BRAGDON. Yes.

Mr. LEVIN. You are a 501(c)(3)?

Mr. BRAGDON. Yes.

Mr. LEVIN. You are a charitable organization?

Mr. BRAGDON. Yes.

Mr. LEVIN. And you were actively involved in that effort. How
many people in Florida, because Florida did not expand Medicaid,
do not receive Medicaid today? Do you know how many hundreds
of thousands?
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Mr. BRAGDON. Well, there is a whole range of estimates, but
it is anywhere from 600,000 to a million. But for us, it is about tak-
ing care of the truly needy first.

Mr. LEVIN. T see.

Mr. BRAGDON. Florida has a waiting list of individuals with in-
tellectual and developmental disabilities. And we really think it is
about prioritizing the truly needy first, rather than giving Medicaid
coverage to able-bodied adults who, if they were working full time
at a minimum wage job, wouldn’t qualify for that benefit. And we
think for those adults, the best path out of poverty is not a Med-
icaid card but it is a job.

Mr. LEVIN. Ms. Golden.

Ms. GOLDEN. I just wanted to correct a few things along the
lines you are talking about. First of all, the relationship of Med-
icaid to work. I think what I would highlight is that the Medicaid
expansion in the 31 States has been of extraordinary importance
to working poor adults. That is a lot of who hasten those benefits.

Mr. LEVIN. By the way, Ms. VanZant is shaking her head in
agreement.

Ms. GOLDEN. Yes. And I think the story in Ms. VanZant’s testi-
mony about Josh, what, as I understand it, you were able to do
was, because he had access to that Medicaid safety net, he was
able to get to a doctor and a dentist and deal with his health.

So to me, health care is a crucial basis for getting a job. That
is what the evidence says. There is a new study that just came out
from the National Bureau of Economic Research that says expan-
sion States can show more days of work because, not surprisingly,
you are able to go to the doctor, you are able to get treatment, you
are able to go to work.

In addition, I do want to note the two generational effects. You
get Medicaid, you have nutrition for your child. It is not only that
it stabilizes your ability to go to work, it is that research is increas-
ingly showing advantages to your child’s work later on.

And I think there is lots more to say about the challenges in the
studies that Mr. Bragdon cited. But I just want to say one other
thing about the research on the safety net and work. Most people
who are getting help right now, from SNAP, from Medicaid, every-
body getting help from the earned income tax credit, are working.
They are working in low-wage jobs or are getting insufficient hours.
But in order to make ends meet, they are also getting some help.

The evidence says that stabilizes their lives and enables them to
move up. And I think it is important that the stories about ways
in which it might hold people back usually are based on a picture
of the safety net from 20 years ago, before the earned income tax
credit, which increases with people’s earnings, was as powerful as
it is today, before the Affordable Care Act created the Medicaid ex-
pansion and then the subsidies. And so the current safety net, in
fact, is a crucial stabilizer and support for people as they move up.

Mr. LEVIN. My time is up. I just want to reiterate just the two
of you sitting next to each other I think shows this effort to dichot-
omize is dangerous.

By the way, in terms of TANF, in Michigan, we are using so lit-
tle of the TANF monies in relationship to work, Governor, today it
is disgraceful. They are using it for everything but, in most cases.
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Chairman BRADY. Thank you. Mr. Johnson, you are recognized.

Mr. JOHNSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

You know, I would like to thank all of you for being here, by the
way. And as the program’s name reflects, the Temporary Assist-
ance for Needy Families is meant to be a safety net for families
that find themselves in need. But the solution is not just to con-
tinue providing benefits and hope that it will be a solution. But the
solution is to empower these families to be able to enter the work-
force, not just so they can provide for their family but so they can
have a chance for the American dream.

Ms. VanZant, I would like to start with a question to you. Do you
believe our welfare and antipoverty programs are working as in-
tended to address the core issues, such as unemployment, that re-
sult in these families living in poverty?

Ms. VANZANT. Mr. Johnson, that is a complex question and
part of my answer is based on both my personal experience and the
experience that I have had with thousands of low-income Ameri-
cans across the country.

I believe that many of the safety net programs were put in place
to be a temporary solution for people that fell into situational cir-
cumstances that needed a little bit of help. And I also believe that
what we have are some families that are four generations into liv-
ing in these temporary solutions and have created such a depend-
ency that is so hard to break, when you have seen what your par-
ents have done and what your grandparents have done.

And so I believe that, yes, we do need safety net programs be-
cause we do know that there are going to be situations that any
one of us could fall into where we will need a little bit of help. But
I also believe that we need to be able to quickly move people out
of the programs and into a life of work and into a higher quality
of life that employment can bring.

Mr. JOHNSON. Thank you, ma’am.

Governor Engler, as Governor, you oversaw Michigan’s imple-
mentation of welfare reform and now you have a different view of
these programs from the private sector. Can you discuss what you
think has been the most successful reform for getting these fami-
lies out of poverty by promoting work?

Mr. ENGLER. There are two aspects to that. One is you need a
good strong economy, which I know is a priority of this Committee.
And there are a lot of things that could be done. Right now, our
Nation is suffering from the worst recovery from a deep recession
we have ever had, historically speaking, and we are underper-
forming against both trend and certainly against potential. And so
there are a set of things over there.

But regardless of the economy, there are always opportunities.
And you are correct, Congressman, in 1996, 1997, 1998, after wel-
fare reform was done in the Congress, and remember that was a
labor that this Committee worked very hard on back then, two
times it went up and was vetoed. On the third time, the Medicaid
block grant was removed and then the President signed it, and that
was President Clinton. And it was bipartisan throughout the proc-
ess. It was complicated and it was noisy. But we got it done.

And what happened is the States at that point had tremendous
flexibility. And I remember Michigan had quite a competition with
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Wisconsin going those days and we had Governor Thompson, who
certainly fancied himself a welfare reformer, and we thought we
could compete pretty well in Michigan.

But our goal was to use the flexibility that we had to be able to
develop solutions. And this is where, again, Ms. VanZant’s personal
testimony is important, about her personal experiences. These solu-
tions are going to be different.

And that is why no Committee of Congress can figure out one
size that fits all for all of America. It is different in the State of
Michigan. It is very different to put somebody to work on the
Upper Peninsula of Michigan than it is in the city of Detroit or
West Michigan. And so there are lots of different stories and you
have to have a workforce in your human services agencies who can
use all of the tools. Because it might be mental health services, it
might be a medical need, it might be an education need. It might
be personal needs, it might be personal care. It might be transpor-
tation. Any of these could be the barrier.

And we felt getting someone connected to the workforce, even if
it was a volunteer, would lead to the first job, could lead to the sec-
ond job. But we thought any job was better than no job.

Mr. JOHNSON. That is absolutely correct. Thank you, Governor.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

Chairman BRADY. Thank you.

Mr. Rangel, you are recognized.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, thank you so much for calling this
hearing. And I want to thank all of the witnesses for coming for-
ward. And, Governor, it is good to see you again, because no matter
what differences one might have with you, we all know that it is
a common goal to make America stronger. And all of the witnesses
are working toward that goal, I understand, especially Ms. Van-
Zant when she says one size doesn’t fit all and you can’t have just
a blanket policy, Ms. Golden with years of working. I regret that
I am not familiar with Mr. Bragdon’s work. But I understand you
fought hard to keep people from getting on Medicaid. We will talk
about that another time.

But, Governor, the most important thing you said that impressed
me is that we have to train people who are not working, not pro-
ductive, for jobs that we are begging for people to have these skills
in order to work. So if we get rid of the do-gooders and the chari-
table organizations and get down to the Business Roundtable,
where people have a fiduciary relationship to shareholders to make
certain they make a profit, it would seem to me that the employers
would do all that they can to make certain they have a workforce
so that they can effectively compete with all nations and within our
own borders. To do this, you don’t have to be a social worker to
know that poverty just doesn’t work in terms of getting a decent
education, a family setting, a decent school, or the proper training.

And if American businesses go and they see this situation, you
don’t have to go to church to find out we have to do something to
improve that. The private sector should be telling these schools
what they need, besides just a diploma, and providing the incen-
tives and getting into the schools and making certain that we can
shatter the myth that people don’t like to work. It is absolutely stu-
pid to say that: Working gives you self-esteem, it gives you pride,
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it gives you family unity, it keeps you out of trouble, it gives you
health, and it gives you what it is like to be an American.

So let’s talk about the Business Roundtable and see whether we
can get together before this great President leaves office with some
pilot projects that say that diplomas are not nearly good enough at
getting a job. And this is what you said. We have people out there
that, just because they don’t have the skills, it doesn’t mean that
they are bums. Because if it did, when I got out of the Army, I had
more medals than you could get. I was a bum because I had no
skills except killing people. And the G.I. Bill made the difference
for so many Americans.

I am going to get together with you. It is good to see you back
into this. And I don’t see where there is any conflict in trying to
get people out of poverty, getting them an education and get to
what we want for all of our people. It is good to see you again.

And thank you, Mr. Chairman, for calling this meeting. And I
hope that this hearing is not just an excuse to cut things and to
be negative, but to find out how we can better use our resources
for a better country. Thank you so much.

Mr. ENGLER. I think there is a question in there. But I would
like to comment. There is a minute left.

Mr. RANGEL. Yes.

Mr. ENGLER. Because I saw that beautiful portrait and those
medals up there, I know we have the same interest. You have the
military as a very large employer under the public responsibility of
the Congress. Today in America, three of four young people cannot
get into the military. Half cannot get there academically, the other
half cannot get there physically, so we are at one in four. So that
is the workforce for the military. It is the same workforce that the
Business Roundtable is concerned about.

And so we have exactly the same interests. We would love to
work with you. We have to get all these kids reading. That is some-
thing that has to happen. America can teach its kids to read.

We do not need to tell everyone that it is mandatory to go to col-
lege, because we have a lot of jobs out there requiring skills. You
want to climb a pole to string a wire, you can make $80,000 to
$100,000 a year today, and we are looking for those people. A com-
pany in Iowa, I can connect, if anybody has constituents, we have
an address of that company, we can get you to them.

If you want to weld, the American Welding Society has the high-
est possible credentials. If you get trained as a welder today, even
with the oil industry in a bit of a slump, there are still welding jobs
all over America. And those can make you $65,000 to $85,000 a
year. You do not need college for those, but you have to have the
skill, you actually have to be able to weld. And so, if we get busy
on infrastructure—I am over time—but then there is also a huge
training opportunity we can do along with that. So we have the
same, we are simpatico.

Chairman BRADY. Thank you, Governor.

Mr. Tiberi, you are recognized.

Mr. TIBERI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Today’s hearing is about how we get families, individuals off of
the social safety net into the workforce. That should not be a par-
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tisan issue. I think we all agree over the last 50 years, it has not
worked so well.

I think about my own life. I was on the free and reduced lunch
program. There are more kids in the Columbus school on the free
and reduced lunch program today than there were when I was a
kid. There is a bigger need for affordable housing today than when
I was a kid. There are more people who want a job that cannot get
a job today than when I was a kid, in my community. And yet we
have spent millions and millions and millions of dollars at the Fed-
eral and State level.

Ms. VanZant, God bless you. You put a face behind reality. And
you have shown that it can work, and you have transitioned from
your own experience to trying to help others. I have looked people
in the eye, to your point, who have been provided all sorts of oppor-
tunity and have this glazed look in their eye because they are
trapped in poverty, trapped in poverty.

Mr. RANGEL. It is misdirected.

Mr. TIBERI. And it is not misdirected, Mr. Rangel. We all care
about trying to get people out of poverty. But trying to think out-
side of the box is not mean and disgraceful, it is trying to figure
out what works.

You know, one of the things that I just did with Representative
Kind on a bipartisan basis is introduce a bill called Investing in
Opportunity Act. Mr. Engler, I would like to have you take a look
at it. Because what it simply does is it says we have distressed
communities, by the way, both urban and rural, throughout Amer-
ica. And a new report came out yesterday by a bipartisan think
tank that said three out of every 10 U.S. counties in America con-
tinued to lose jobs after the great recession between 2010 and 2014.
That is a third of our counties have continued to lose jobs. And
what are they? They are our distressed counties. They are our
poorest counties. They are urban and they are rural. What do they
lack? They lack private investment. They lack jobs.

So we can continue to throw money. But if a person does not
have a job, they are not going to get out of poverty, to your point,
Ms. VanZant.

But, Mr. Engler, to go even further, this is unbelievable. The per-
centage of U.S. counties seeing more businesses close than open
has tripled since the 1990s, those same counties. I get a call from
a third generation businessowner in Columbus, Ohio, last week,
after the Vice President visited our county to announce some over-
time rules, that said this rule—and I am not making this up, we
could call him to testify—this rule is actually going to reduce the
number of jobs that we have.

So here is a regulation, a well intended one, by the way, that is
ac(t‘iually going to affect the very people who we are talking about
today.

So, Mr. Engler, you were Governor. How did you engage the pri-
vate sector? How do we better engage the private sector in areas
that need it most, those distressed communities in rural and urban
America that have the highest unemployment rates, that have the
highest number of people on our social safety network? And, in par-
ticular, how do we ensure that opportunity reaches those individ-
uals that Ms. VanZant talked about?



58

Mr. ENGLER. Well, we had, at one point in the 1990s, we had
our unemployment rate down to about 3.3 percent in Michigan. But
there were a lot of things going on. We had gotten very non-
competitive as a State, so we were changing the Tax Code, we were
trying to improve the education system, we were trying to improve
other services. And we tried to reduce the cost of government. We
shrunk nonpublic safety employees in the government by almost 20
percent during a decade long period.

So you have to have this healthy private sector. And you men-
tioned it. I mean, you mentioned small business. For the first time
in history, we had three consecutive years where we lost, more
small businesses closed their doors than opened them. That has
never been the case. And that was not the case in 2008 and 2009,
that was a couple of years ago. I think last year, it might have
turned. We had three years in a row. Never had had that. Small
businesses are job engines. Small business is where a lot of people
can get started without a lot of experience.

We also engaged the private sector to work with a lot of the vol-
unteer agencies. We found in some cases getting somebody to go to
Goodwill, start working there, was a way back into the workforce.
And then that little bit of training gave them some job experience
that could let them go to the hardware store and maybe work there
or the drug store. It is all hands on deck when you are trying to
deal with this.

Cl(llairman BRADY. Thank you. Dr. McDermott, you are recog-
nized.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for calling this
Committee. I know we are starting the Paul Ryan for President
campaign, conservatives are now very compassionate. But the text
for today’s Committee ought to be from Matthew 7:15. We will
know them by the fruits that they produce.

And you bring a witness here today whose website brags, “Across
the country, our efforts kept 20 States from expanding a broken
Medicaid system under Obamacare.”

Now, if you think that is how you are going to take people out
of poverty, you have a really tough sell job. Because I was listening
to Ms. VanZant and I thought of Lynn Woolsey, who was a Member
of Congress, who had the same experience, a little bit different
from yours. She was going along, she lost her marriage, she has
three kids, she is alone, suddenly she is on the welfare system. And
she has Medicaid. And she managed to get through community col-
lege and get elected to Congress.

There are people for whom those programs work. I mean, we are
acting like it doesn’t work anywhere.

And when you take health care, okay, so you don’t have any, you
have Medicaid right now. So you get a job. You get a $7.25 job.
That means you are making $19,000. Let’s make $13.25, as Ms.
VanZant said with Josh. He is making $35,000.

Does he still qualify for Medicaid? If he doesn’t, then he has to
go into Obamacare, where he might need a subsidy at $35,000 to
buy a policy. But this Committee takes away, wants to take away
the subsidies. They want to take away the subsidy to the employer
who subsidizes his employee. Any way you want to cut it, you leave
them without health care. Now, Ms. Johnson, out there somewhere,
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is 25 years old, she has two small kids. What are her problems?
Feeding her kids, right? Finding decent housing that she can af-
ford.

The Section 8 list in Seattle, and we’re the fastest—we’re the
fourth fastest growing city in the country. We’re almost bigger than
Detroit in population, which tells you the city that was once fourth
is now way down there with us at 26th or something in size in the
United States. That’s what happens when you don’t deal with the
needs of people. The cities disappear, the problems grow and grow
and grow, and you have this Ms. Johnson, you want her to go to
work.

Ms. Johnson, quit sitting there and worrying about your kids.

Well, I don’t have a GED or I don’t have the money to go to com-
munity college. Or I do have some skills, but I need childcare.

One of my colleagues from the last campaign said, “I spend more
on childcare than I spent to go to Princeton.” And that’s what it
costs that woman making $7.25 an hour. And nobody wants to talk
about raising the wage around here. They won’t want to go up to
$10, $12. They don’t want to go anywhere.

Ms. Golden, you would like to say?

Ms. GOLDEN. Yeah, I was going to suggest an individual that
people should have in their minds when they think about poverty
and then come back to your point about what that person takes.
The woman who was there for my father-in-law in his last illness,
the lead homecare worker, was working a lot of hours at a very low
wage doing extraordinary work, caring for two kids with very little
ability to count on having those hours, right?

And so I don’t know exactly what her income was, but she was—
she’s the person to have in mind as the face of poverty today. It’s
not someone who doesn’t want to work. Women with young kids
are in the labor force at levels of 70 percent of all mothers, 60 per-
cent with a child under age three, single mothers more than that.
And so it’s somebody who’s working, who’s not getting enough
hours or enough dollars and who needs health care to move up,
who may need help still feeding her kids and who needs childcare.

And to go to Mr. Rangel’s point about the G.I. Bill, what she
needs—and this I think also goes to Mr. Engler’s point—is the abil-
ity to get some education and additional skills to be able to move
up, but not at the cost of feeding her kids. So she’s going to need
something that gives her some earnings along the way, some Pell
grant help, and that’s what’s going to work.

So I think the picture that has been part of this conversation of
people who don’t want to work is a red herring. Almost everybody
is working and the issues are about low wages, not enough hours
and what you need to stabilize your life in order to be able to move
up.
Mr. MCDERMOTT. I yield back the balance of my time.
Chairman BRADY. Thank you.

Mr. Reichert, you're recognized.

Mr. REICHERT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank all
of you for attending today and especially appreciate our witnesses
who come and share their personal stories and their success. I
think that’s always a moment of inspiration that all of us on this
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panel should share in and recognize as well as the people in the
audience and those at home listening. So thank you for being here.

We've had a number of witnesses come in and share their stories,
and I really liked some of the comments that Members on both
sides are making, that we’re here today to—struggling with—I'm
65 years old, and I'll bet you that there were people sitting on this
dais talking about homelessness and poverty and education 65
years ago. And here we are, of course, still struggling with it trying
to find the right answers.

And that’s what today’s hearing is about. We're trying to work
with everyone on the dais here and those of you who are here and
those in the audience to find the answer to really helping people.

I'm the oldest of seven. I ran away from home when I was 16.
My father, I remember, when we first moved here from Minnesota
with two babies, looking for work, telling the story of him going to
a business down in Renton who wasn’t hiring, but every day he
would go to work, sitting on the curb, waiting for a job opening. Fi-
nally, 2 to 3 weeks into sitting on the curb with his lunch bucket,
somebody came out and said that there was a person who was hurt
or quit and there was an opening for him so he could put food on
the table for his family of nine.

When 1 was the sheriff in King County, one of the things that
I did in the morning is that I'd walk through the parks in down-
town Seattle and one of the parks right next to the county court-
house was called Muskatel Meadows, and you can imagine what
went on there. I sat down on the park bench and talked to the
homeless people, and some of those people wanted jobs.

Some of them told me, “Look, I don’t want a job, I like it right
here where I am because in the morning I can be at this place and
get breakfast, in the afternoon I can go a few blocks down the
street and I can get lunch. I can go up here to get health care, and
I can go down here and get dinner. I don’t want to work. I like it
right where I am. I don’t want to do anything. I want free health
care and I want free food.”

The other people that I spoke to want jobs, and so I called some
of our faith-based organizations and the pastors that I know and
they came down and they held interviews in my office and took
them, put them in the homes, got them jobs and then I did that
for about a week and a week later I showed up at my office, I had
15 people lined up in the sheriff’s office like I was an employment
agency looking for workers.

My executive assistant was not happy with me. We were the
sheriff’s office, not an employment agency. But I wanted to help
people. I've been to the poorest of the poorest homes and the most
wealthy. People want help. And it’s not our job here today to argue
about this. It’s our job here, ladies and gentlemen, to find an an-
swer together.

And I know I'm on my soapbox here for a moment, but I am so
tired of hearing the rhetoric from both sides really on what needs
to be here and what needs to be there and that person needs this
and that person needs—look, I agree with Ms. VanZant, and I don’t
know how anyone can disagree. One size does not fit all. It’s our
job here today to not get political, but to find answers to changing
the system to help more people.
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Education is absolutely key, training is absolutely key, the en-
gagement of the private sector is absolutely essential for this to
work, OJT, all of that is absolutely necessary. So I know I don’t
usually do this, I usually ask questions, but I had—I just had to
be passionate about this for a moment and make a plea for this
panel to come together for the interest of those who are homeless,
for the interest of those who need our help to make a difference.

Ms. VanZant, how do you think—I know the Governor’s been
asked this question. How do you think the private sector can be
more engaged? How would you reach out to them?

Ms. VANZANT. So we’ve been working a lot with our employer
partners and I absolutely agree, there has to be economic oppor-
tunities on the other side of the equation. And a lot of times we
get stuck in this conversation about how we’re going to help low-
income people get prepared for work, but we don’t often talk about
preparing employers to receive those that want to work.

Mr. REICHERT. Yes.

Ms. VANZANT. And so we've been doing a lot of work with our
employer partners in southwest Ohio educating them about what
the transition off of government subsidies looks like, helping them
to understand how they may actually be their own worst enemy
when it comes to finding candidates that want to work. We've
helped some of our employers restructure their hiring practices and
the types of assessments that they put people through in order to
ﬁﬁ‘ld a job. And so I really do believe it has to be on both sides of
the coin.

Mr. REICHERT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman BRADY. Thank you.

Mr. Lewis, you're recognized.

Mr. LEWIS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I want to take a moment to thank all of the witnesses for being
here. Because the gentleman from the State of Washington spoke
so passionately and eloquently, I feel like testifying at maybe the
end of my comments. Maybe I will testify just a little bit.

Now in my home State, the State where I've been living since I
was 23 years old, the State of Georgia, a Republican Governor and
others before this Governor had used TANF block grant dollars to
fill holes in other programs. Georgia has diverted Federal dollars
to subsidize other programs and services. They receive awards for
cutting programs, reducing assistance and making it harder to help
the working poor. That is not right, that is not fair, that is not just.

These resources are to help the poor. Now I grew up very, very
poor in rural Alabama, born in a shotgun house. But in 1944 when
I was 4 years old—and I do remember when I was 4—my father
had saved $300 and with the $300 a man sold him 110 acres of
land. So I know what it is to work in cotton fields, picking cotton,
gathering peanuts, pulling corn, raising chickens.

And T've seen poverty all across America. It’s not just poverty
and hunger and people left out and left behind because of one race
or one color. African American, yes; whites, Latinos, Asian Amer-
ican and Native American. We're supposed to be about the business
of helping people, responding to the basic human needs, and we’re
not doing that. We spend too much time talking the talk, but not
walking the walk.
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And I think we must act, we must do something. If we fail to act,
history will not be kind to us as a Nation and as a people. I've been
here now for almost 30 years. The American people are sick and
tired and I'm sick and tired of seeing us not doing something in a
significant way. And I want you to tell us what we must do and
what we must do now, not tomorrow, not after this election, but
what can we do now to fill the holes, to help people.

You need health care, basic health care, you need to expand Med-
icaid in order for people to be able to have able bodies to work. We
can’t have sick people trying to work, we cannot have people who
don’t receive enough to eat.

Ms. Golden, what should we be doing?

Ms. GOLDEN. That was very powerful, and I know this agenda
may not quite feel grand enough. But here’s what I would say.
Health care, absolutely. Everybody needs to be healthy in order to
work. And if you think about the next generation, about that child
who’s 4 years old today the way you were 4 years old, that child
neecll{s to have a parent who’s healthy and can raise them and can
work.

I would say investing in children’s earliest years, childcare pro-
grams, early childhood. We’re now—we’re helping the lowest num-
ber of people in more than a decade with childcare assistance even
though it’s incredibly expensive, but it’s incredibly important both
for parents and for children.

I do think that the Congress has done a lot right over the 50
years since those great society programs. So part of it is about not
doing anything that would take you backwards, right? We have a
nutrition program that we know is helping people eat where they
weren’t eating before, and so part of it is holding onto that.

I would also say you have to take on the characteristics of work,
of low-wage work. I think we do have to take on the minimum
wage and the hours and the leave. And then I would say—and this
is a piece where I think I share some elements of the agenda with
others here—we have to take on the ability to get training and get
education even if it’s 2 years of community college. And we have
to understand that today’s students are not getting paid for by
their parents. They are independent

Chairman BRADY. Thank you, Ms. Golden. I'm sorry. Time——

Ms. GOLDEN. I'm sorry.

Chairman BRADY [continuing]. Has expired. We're trying to be
respectful.

Mr. Roskam, you are recognized.

Mr. ROSKAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and for hosting this
today. It’s an interesting thing to listen to the nature of the debate
actually, and there’s sort of an ebb and flow to it.

I want to associate myself with some of the remarks that Mr.
Rangel made a minute ago in his interaction with Governor Engler
and sort of speaking to that level of restlessness and anxiety that’s
out there about people that just don’t feel like they have basically
a shot at the title. That’s an interesting insight, and I think that
we can build on that.

I also just want to bring the Committee’s attention to my friend
and our colleague, John Lewis’ Twitter feed. He said this: “Fifty-
five years ago today I was arrested in a Jacksonville, Mississippi,
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bus station for using a ‘whites only’ restroom.” And the hashtag is
#goodtrouble. And I think good trouble is maybe something for all
of us to get into today and to challenge a little bit of the ortho-
doxies on both sides.

So good trouble may involve something where there’s an ac-
knowledgment on the political left that says the war on poverty
wasn’t really all that successful.

Now Ms. Golden has taken a different view of that and has de-
fended some aspects of the status quo. But I'm not really buying
it. I am really concerned about the nature of the war on poverty.
Well-intentioned, God bless them, well-intentioned. But trillions of
dollars that have basically yielded this isn’t working. The American
public didn’t get what they were bargaining for, and, in fact, they
got situations that are worse.

John Lewis’ journey was a journey out of poverty and it’s his own
story, compelling, by the way, to read his book, “Walk with the
Wind.” But he is out of that, and he’s testament to what can hap-
pen when a larger community effort is around it. But what are we
describing today? We're describing today kids who are stuck into
four generations of that, that are completely beaten down.

And it’s not as if a Federal check is the remedy. Ms. VanZant,
your testimony, part of it that’s most compelling was the coaching
and the coming alongside and the assistance that you’re giving.
That is really sort of—that’s where this can become life-giving.

And I'm not here necessarily thinking everybody who—that
there’s a bunch of people who don’t want to work, but there are
some people who don’t want to work. There are some people who
are abusing the system. So let’s separate out those who don’t want
to work and let’s empower those who do.

And I think part of the—if this is a matter of recalibrating child
credits, if this is a matter of recalibrating childcare initiatives and
so forth, there’s something intuitive to that and it makes a perfect
amount of sense to me. I'm not persuaded that block grants are bad
things. I'm not persuaded that the Federal Government has the
ability to come out with a one—a large declaration. If the State of
Michigan can’t figure out a one-size-fits-all, we know that the Fed-
eral Government cannot figure out a one-size-fits-all.

So I just want to encourage the nature of this discussion today
and I think a number of us would be willing to sort of get into
some good trouble about this. Because I'll tell you what, the status
quo isn’t working, the status quo has underperformed, and the sta-
tus quo in many cases is leaving people trapped from a genera-
tional point of view. And some of these kids that are being born
today, they don’t have a chance right from the get-go. And I think
we can do a lot better than that.

I yield back.

Chairman BRADY. Thank you.

Mr. Neal, you are recognized.

Mr. NEAL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I think that Sheriff Reichert and Mr. Lewis both offered some
critical insight. And I've always thought that the safety net was
supposed to act also as sort of a trampoline, that you hit it and you
bounce back. And I think that we try meticulously to choose our
words so as to not offend.
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And in the case of, for example, work requirements, Mike Du-
kakis proposed work requirements in 1974 in his first term as Gov-
ernor of Massachusetts. And I remember that the reaction at the
time—but much of it really worked, but I think that the idea be-
comes how do you encourage work without being punitive.

And there were so many good things that we proposed in that
1996 Act, which, by the way, has been kind of easily cast aside, in-
cluding childcare, transportation, tuition assistance. There were a
series of things in there that we could use to build upon. And I
think that—I've noted some of the testimony of a former Repub-
lican staffer who was much involved in that discussion and debate.
He has said over the last 3 or 4 years, well, there are some other
things you can do.

So he hasn’t taken an intransitive position, instead trying to be
helpful about what we might do. And I will tell you that I now see,
for example, the trade arguments. Unless there’s some sort of a
supplemental wage, the trade deals are going to, I think, be on the
side of the road for a considerable period of time. And I think that
until we begin to address now the 47 million Americans who re-
ceive food stamps, trying to figure out how to get many of those
people back to work because they really do want to work.

And in an economic—and I'm going to come to you, Ms. Golden.
In an economic period when the Federal Reserve is now saying and
projecting growth at 2 percent for the next decade, I mean the—
just to revisit the Clinton years when there were some quarters of
growth north of 7 percent, 8 percent and 23 million jobs, revenue
went through the roof. Formulae expending on poverty programs
went through the floor.

And not to miss the point coming out of that recession that we
lost track of almost 8 million people who took social security early.
Other cases went to social security disability and also I think it’s
fair to say that one of the problems we have right now is skill set
and also not to miss the following point, which I think is critical:
Seven to nine million Americans are working part-time that want
to work full-time. The worker participation rate, I mean we need
to pay attention to those things as opposed to just the talking
points that are so frequently used in this institution.

And, Ms. Golden, would you talk about that whole notion of the
7 to 9 million people who are working part-time and some of the
things that we might do?

Ms. GOLDEN. Sure. I mean, because I think one of the headlines
that’s really important as you deliberate on where have we been
and where are we going is how many people who are poor or near
poor and struggling in the United States today are working.

I said before about 70 percent of poor children live with an adult
who’s working, women are working, and we have, as you've just
said, many people who are working yet who are not being able to
make ends meet. And that’s partly about wages, and then as you've
highlighted, it’s partly about part-time work and transient work,
work that starts and stops, right?

So one of the ways to deal with that is to think about what peo-
ple need that will enable them to combine work and training and
move up. And that’s something that’s important to spend money
on. But the other piece is to try to directly address those bad jobs.
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And there are around the country, for example, fair scheduling ini-
tiatives.

There’s legislation before Congress that would try to really focus
on what does it take to make sure that somebody knows what
hours theyre working, doesn’t have their lives messed up by not
being able to care for kids, go to school, work enough hours. And
then of course there’s the minimum wage agenda.

So to me part of what you said about the safety net as a trampo-
line, when you look at what the researchers say about the safety
net itself, what they say is since the beginning of the war on pov-
erty, look back on those years. The safety net is working enor-
mously better than it was. The problem I think—cutting poverty in
half, instead of by 1 or 2 percent. But the problem which you've
just highlighted is that there’s a big headwind from the nature of
jobs.

And so I think we—I think you’re right. They’re concentrating on
what’s involved in partnership with the private sector and through
the public sector in enabling people to move up on the job and
structuring those jobs themselves so they have basic standards of
quality and of wages. That’s really I think a powerful direction.

Chairman BRADY. Thank you.

Dr. Price, you're recognized.

Dr. PRICE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I want to thank—
commend the Chairman for calling this hearing. I can’t believe that
it’s been over 10 years since we’ve discussed this in Congress here
at this—in this Committee. And so I think it’s incredibly important
work.

Mr. Bragdon, you started your testimony by saying we all want
the same thing, and I think at one level we do. The problem is that
what we’ve been doing clearly hasn’t worked. So what we’re trying
to ask is: What should we do? What should we do? We are now 50
years into the war on poverty. And as somebody once said, poverty
won.

We spend trillions and trillions of dollars—Iliterally trillions of
dollars as a Nation, and we haven’t moved the needle on the per-
cent of individuals who live in poverty in this country. It was 14.7
percent 2 years after President Johnson declared the war on pov-
erty, and today it’s 14.8 percent. Any sane, sober, reflective, sincere
society would step back and say: What did we do? What happened?
Why do we still have 14.8 percent of the Nation’s population in
poverty? This is a disgrace.

So what we need to do is to find what works. What works? Sen-
sible, responsible reforms. The Chairman put a chart up there
that—I mean it’s not a piece—it’s not an artwork. I guess it is an
artwork, but it’s not meant to be an artwork. These are the 80-plus
programs, income-based programs that are provided by this Nation.

And you can’t—if you're trying to figure your way through this
as an individual coming into the system, goodness knows that you
can’t figure it out. This is part of the problem. There’s no doubt
about it. If it weren’t, we would have decreased that number.

I want to commend the city of Atlanta, metropolitan Atlanta.
Some folks have disparaged their communities in certain areas.
The city of Atlanta, the business community in the city of Atlanta
has done huge work in the area of education. The business commu-
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nity has identified community colleges and technical schools to say
these are the talents that we need, let’s work together and educate
folks and train folks so that they can get a job, so they can have
a job. There have been incredible successes. I would urge us to be
thinking a little more about some of those successes.

And to that end, Mr. Bragdon, your testimony highlighted some
of those successes, and I just can’t believe that we've kind of
washed over the remarkable success. The numbers are phe-
nomenal. Would you just take a minute and share with us what
you believe were the keys that allowed for those successes in Kan-
sas and in Maine?

Mr. BRAGDON. Thank you, Congressman, for that opportunity.
I think the key really is, as part of the conversation that’s been had
here today is, individuals want to work, but at the same time, we
have to have the policy and the incentives aligned with ensuring
that they’re taking the steps to get back to work. It’s not enough
to just want to work. You actually have to take the steps to get
back.

And that’s what these massive tracking studies from Kansas and
Maine—these aren’t samples; these are studies of 50,000 people,
person by person, of what happened after the policy change.

And what’s interesting is—and this wasn’t in my testimony, but
if you drill down to the individual county level, those counties with
the higher rates of unemployment actually had higher rates of indi-
viduals complying with the work requirement or the job training
requirement. And the individual stories are inspiring. There’s one
gentleman from Kansas City who was on food stamps for 5 years.
Within a quarter of that work requirement going into effect he was
at work and within a year he was making $45,000 in the mar-
keting industry.

Dr. PRICE. I want to commend you and we ought to all be look-
ing at this as a highlight and as a model for moving forward.

Governor Engler, you've been involved in this process—this polit-
ical process for a long time and governing, which is difficult, which
is really hard. But when you look at this chart and you see what
we have, how would you recommend that work to coordinate all of
these various boxes and squares, circles and triangles to make a
system that actually can work for the American people?

Mr. ENGLER. I might just offer any Governor the opportunity to
take any program 90 percent of the funding free of Federal regula-
tion. You'd save money in the Federal budget, and they'd get the
flexibility to maybe make it work. That might be one way out. I
can’t see Congress ever agreeing on a solution to reorganize this
many programs, and probably every one of them is named after
somebody, so you probably can’t eliminate it either. So there we
are.

So give the flexibility there to see if they can’t come up with a
better system. And I think some performance arrangements with
the States are what’s called for. Let 50 creative Governors come in
and make some proposals to the Congress or to the agency that you
delegate and give them the authority to try to solve the problem.
I do think entering the second half-century of the war on poverty
we ought to be rethinking how we’re approaching our strategy and
it may not be that we’ve been using exactly the right strategy.
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And I do commend the Committee. One thing I haven’t heard
anybody call for today are at least public jobs programs. We've kind
of gotten that out of our system in the years past. But we do have
to have a more vibrant private sector that can hire, that’s where
Congressman Neal’s point on—you have a 4 percent GDP, you have
a lot of jobs.

Dr. PRICE. Thank you, Governor.

Thank you, Chairman.

Chairman BRADY. Thank you.

Mr. Doggett, you're recognized. And I'll make a point after you're
recognized. To balance off the question and answer period, we’ll go
two-to-one. Mr. Doggett.

Mr. DOGGETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I believe we
have complete agreement with the first principle that you have re-
ferred to today, and that is that every able-bodied person should
be working or preparing to work. Governor Engler has referred to
pathway programs. We have a number of successful ones in Texas:
Project QUEST, working to get poor people into better jobs with
the healthcare industry, and with Capital IDEA in Austin working
to get some people into the tech industry to fulfill some of our
workforce demands there.

Ms. VanZant has outlined a program that appears to be working
very well. We just need more such programs adapted to local condi-
tions to help people get good, long-paying jobs where they can
climb into the middle class and support their families.

There’s only one problem that I have with all of this and the an-
nouncement of these principles, and that is the failure of this Com-
mittee to do anything to implement those principles, specifically to
rig up a way of considering the extension of temporary assistance
for needy families in a way that denies any debate about reforms
that could really make a difference to poor people.

And not all the ideas about how to get more able-bodied people
into the workforce come from Democrats. In fact, one of them was
included in then-Chairman Ryan’s poverty rollout last summer.
And it was embodied in legislation that was introduced by Mr.
Tiberi and Mr. Renacci from this Committee. Mr. Chairman, I
would ask unanimous consent to include Mr. Tiberi’s press release
about that bill in the record.

Chairman BRADY. Without objection.

Mr. DOGGETT. And Mr. Tiberi told us that what he had was
a commonsense reform. Unfortunately, it wasn’t common sense
enough to get considered in this Committee. They have structured
a process to deny us an opportunity to consider whether oppor-
tunities for more education or training by those who have been
receiving temporary assistance for needy families should be made
available and I think have substituted basically a press release
suggesting from our last set of bills having divided up the question
of temporary needy assistance for families into about six or seven
different bills to avoid dealing with Mr. Tiberi’s idea or any ideas
that the rest of us might have about getting more able-bodied peo-
ple to work, that what was substituted was a press release saying
that the Committee takes action to help families escape poverty.

I would love a report at the end of the year to show that if every
one of these bills are adopted, that one person got out of poverty
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this year in America because they were adopted. This is about sub-
stituting not workfare for welfare, but substituting talkfare.

And then there is the question of the polka dot chart. And if
you’d put it back up, I would appreciate it. You've referred to it in
every hearing that we’ve had about poverty. That chart is designed
to show how expensive the trillion-dollar welfare system is; it’s
worth looking at the specific provisions on it.

Veterans Pension and Survivors Pension, Breast and Cervical
Cancer Provision, the Ryan White HIV/AIDS program, Adoption
Assistance, Child Support Enforcement, the School Lunch program,
Federal Pell grants, you know, the people in my district can find
the program out of that that meets their needs, and the person who
has a problem with cervical cancer may not be someone who needs
a Pell grant, or they may need both.

To condemn President Johnson’s war on poverty as a failure is
to ignore the many who never engaged in fighting that war. And
all of those who cut and run at the first sign of adversity on the
battlefield, it is to ignore the fact that the States today are putting
8 cents of every TANF dollar into the work that we say we support.

We don’t lack answers. We don’t need intensive investigation of
which program to support. We know that. Republicans have even
recognized that. They simply don’t have the courage to put their
dollars where their mouth is. And as a result, we talk about what
might help people escape poverty and move into the middle class,
and we do next to nothing about it.

And that’s what’s happening this year. It’s disappointing that our
States will not fulfill their commitment—if you want to look at a
failed Federal program, look at Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families, because it shows you when you have a block grant to the
States without adequate standards, it is a failure in accomplishing
its purpose of moving people from welfare to work. I yield back.

Chairman BRADY. Thank you. Just to clarify, that chart is
based off of a congressional research summary and a listing of
means-tested poverty programs.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I failed to include—to ask your
unanimous consent also. Barbara Lee could not be here today. She
has the Democratic Task Force. May I ask unanimous consent to
insert her statement in the record.

Chairman BRADY. Without objection.

Mr. DOGGETT. Thank you.

Chairman BRADY. Mr. Buchanan.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And I also want to thank the panel and especially Governor
Engler. I was from Michigan, and he was a great Governor, so I
appreciate the opportunity to have you here as a witness today.

Everybody brings a little different experience, but let me just tell
you a couple of stories that have—in the last month talking to em-
ployers, and I'll just—just for a second. One guy I met, he dropped
out of high school, he has a GED, and he runs one of the most suc-
cessful enterprises in Florida today. He’s about 38 years old.

Another young African American 20-year-old is making in excess
of a hundred thousand dollars, became a manager, he was telling
me—his employer was telling me last week.
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Another Hispanic young man, maybe 27, 28, making $150,000—
my point being that in the real world—that’s the world I've been
in for 40 years—many people, they just need an opportunity. They
need a job. And I think the Governor mentioned something about
growth.

If you can grow your State and create more opportunities, get in
the right enterprise, you give me a 20-year-old, and I've created
thousands of jobs. I don’t care if someone’s got a Ph.D. or a mas-
ter’s in whatever. Maybe technically that makes good sense for a
lot of that, but many times you can find a young person, whether
it’s in service or in sales, that can be one of the top performers in
terms of a manager running a company someday, running an en-
terprise. I have seen that for the last 40 years.

And T guess I'd like to ask you, Governor, I know you work with
large C corporations. But maybe talk about the young people you've
met along the way in Michigan for 12 years that got out of high
school, maybe went to college for a year, dropped out and are some
of the most successful people in the State of Florida.

And I heard a statistic that half of the millionaires, if you want
to look at it from that standpoint, one way to measure it, are high
school graduates. So I'd be interested in your thoughts on it.

Mr. ENGLER. A couple of thoughts and maybe just to set it up,
I'll respond this way. If we think about people who need to work,
the first person that’s going to go back to work is the one who just
left the workforce last week, that lost their job, they’re easy to re-
place. Somebody who’s been working can go back to work easier
than somebody who hasn’t worked in 5 years or longer.

And what we're trying to do, I think, is put Americans to work.
Americans—I do believe Americans want to work. And what we're
seeing is today an economy underperforming so there aren’t as
many work opportunities out there. And that’s a function of a 2
percent GDP growth rate versus 4 percent, and there are strategies
that can raise that 2 to 4. A number of those are going to be in
the jurisdiction of this Committee.

At the same time, somebody who’s been disconnected from the
workforce, we’re trying to remediate their situation. If somebody’s
been living in poverty much of their lives, it’'s going to be a big
challenge. But one thing we ought to pledge ourselves is not to
make the same mistake with the rising generation. Let’s not let
their children—because we haven’t—the education investments
haven’t been cut, they’ve been rising.

In Detroit where 5 percent of the kids can pass the reading test
for NAEP, the Nation’s report, 5 percent are reading, in Wayne
State, a large urban school there where the graduation rate—and
this is 6 years of students, all students, is 32 percent, the under-
represented minorities——

Mr. BUCHANAN. Governor, let me ask you another question. I
have 5 minutes. Let me just mention also—because you had
touched on the idea of incentives. I think Dr. Price had mentioned
something about in the last 10 years in terms of this space, we've
done little or nothing. And I think it speaks to both parties that
we need to do something. But my attitude has always been contin-
uous improvement. What incentives, from a State’s perspective,
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might we consider or look at to improve what we’re trying to do
here in Washington?

Mr. ENGLER. You know, let the States try to figure it out. I
mean, I'm sorry, you just—I wish I could give you an answer
there’s one thing this Committee could do that could fix the prob-
lem in America. You can’t. Let the States try, and let’s hold States
accountable, let’s set some metrics out there and let’s have—to the
Members who have spoken on both sides, let’s bring the top two
States back in and what have they done and let’s bring the bottom
two in, what didn’t they do.

And let’s evaluate how they spent TANF money. I would welcome
that one. I was a Governor. I would encourage you to hold current
Governors accountable. Bring them in and hear from them. But
you can’t fix it from Washington.

Ms. GOLDEN. Could I add on State examples that are out there?

Mr. BUCHANAN. Yes.

Ms. GOLDEN. Congress did agree in the Bipartisan Workforce
Innovation and Opportunity Act on principles for workforce train-
ing, and I think what Mr. Doggett’s highlighting is that what that
bipartisan agreement said was you need to be—at least a commu-
nity college, at least a post-secondary credential is important in to-
day’s labor market.

Pathways of the kind Governor Engler has been talking about,
where you connect up different work and training experiences, un-
fortunately right now the rules and the sharply decreasing dollars
in the TANF program make it really hard for States to come to-
gether even though they want to. And so figuring out how to have
the resources and the incentives

Mr. BUCHANAN. Thank you, and I yield back.

Chairman BRADY. Thank you.

Mr. Smith, you're recognized.

Mr. SMITH OF NEBRASKA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you to our panel here today as well. I think this topic that
we are addressing cannot state enough how important I think it is,
and I am glad that there are folks across America who are engag-
ing on the frontlines as you are.

I know that America is a big country, and during the economic
downturn, not every State, not every region around the country,
not even all parts of the same State faced the same challenges. And
I'm kind of glad that in Nebraska we had roughly half the unem-
ployment rate when the national unemployment rate was at 10 and
we were at 5. I'm not—I won’t take the time to explain why I think
that was the case.

But I look at a community just outside my district called Colum-
bus, Nebraska. Columbus I would describe as very industrious, a
population less than 25,000. In speaking to some of their leaders
a couple of days ago, they’re talking about adding 1,500 manufac-
turing jobs in a community of less than 25,000. That’s incredible.

And this actually is not a new situation for this community, but
we know that there are pockets of unemployment around the coun-
try, and I know that we can’t expect the workers to just uproot
their lives and their families from one region to another, and I es-
pecially don’t want the Federal Government trying to necessarily
accomplish that. But how can we kind of address these very diverse
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needs that there are—the huge need for workers in one area and
a huge need for jobs in another? How can we kind of bring this to-
gether so that ultimately individuals can see more opportunity for
themselves and their families for the future?

Governor Engler, could you explain perhaps, given your national
perspective and your experience?

Mr. ENGLER. Sure. The example you've just given is a perfect
one to start with. The community college in the area no doubt has
been working with the local leadership, and they're going to set up
training programs to specifically train people for the jobs that are
going to be in that manufacturing plant. Theyre going to address
that need, and theyre going to take some people maybe working
in lower wage jobs and retrain them for a new job.

And today when companies are making location decisions, de-
spite all the talk about tax incentives and this and that, the num-
ber one barrier to location today is workforce. And the number one
deal that most Governors are offering is if you put your plant, if
you put your facility here, we’ll train your workforce. You tell us
what you need in the way of training, we’ll deliver that. We’ll cus-
tomize that for you.

The disconnect in the poverty debate is that we’re taking people
who can’t even read and suggesting that they’re going to learn to
handle computers or technology or statistically produce a part
where there’s no errors and a million parts. That is not going to
happen. That is a fantasy. And so the idea that we’re going to sud-
denly upgrade someone with no skills—we can do that with some
over time, but whole-scale, that’s not going to happen.

But the children who are in school, we’re paying $15,000 a year
to the school to teach, perhaps for $150,000 we can get 10 kids to
read. And then if they can read they can learn some science and
they can be prepared. We have to break the cycle. I mean, this is
what—I mean, stop treating the failure and deal with the root
cause.

And your community college will not be able to train the person
who’s illiterate, at least very easily and very quickly and probably
maybe not in time for that first couple of years’ employment at that
plant. They can do it over time.

Ms. GOLDEN. And one—I think one strategy it builds on is that
you need some parts of your strategy that are national. So I com-
pletely agree that with the Workforce Investment Act and other
strategies that need to be funded—it’s not funded enough yet—they
get resources to the community college locally, that gives you part
of your answer. But you also need for every child to have access
to health insurance and to food.

Because what we know from the national research is that that
booming economic area, the kids that are its future are not just
growing up in that State; they’re growing up all over the country.
So we need to be able to have a national floor that makes sure that
all those kids are getting the basics, the nutrition, the health care,
the early experiences and then you can build on top of that with
local.

Mr. ENGLER. Which years ago before Obamacare Congress ad-
dressed through SCHIP. Every child in America was given health
insurance through the SCHIP program. You were all part of that.
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Mr. SMITH OF NEBRASKA. Well, I appreciate the responses. I
think mentioning education and the impact of costs of education
and so forth, it would be interesting to study the impacts of student
debt and poverty. Thank you very much.

Chairman BRADY. Thank you.

Mr. Larson, you're recognized.

Mr. LARSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for this
hearing. I never cease to be amazed, sitting through one of these,
how you come up with constructive ideas.

I especially want to commend Mr. Reichert and Mr. Lewis. It’s
all so rare that passion takes over for what our usual message is
that we’re going to ask our witnesses, and I think within that pas-
sion, a couple of things that are tied to the testimony that we've
heard today.

Number one, I think Mr. Engler’s suggestion about looking at
States and the laboratories of democracy that we all know that
they are and bringing in those that have been successful and those
that have not. I would also say the private sector. I say that for
two reasons, Mr. Chairman. One, I had a little epiphany while sit-
ting here and listening. I think this Committee—the operative
word in politics and the economy today is disruption, changing or
breaking the cycle as a number of people here have said.

One of the cycles we need to break, quite frankly, is the way we
get information and the way we do public hearings. We should be
going out to the States. I would love to go to Detroit and the Upper
Peninsula and see the differences there between what happens in
an urban area and what happens in a rural area and how the solu-
tions could differ. Because all the panelists have indicated not one
size can fit all in all these cases, and we have so many opportuni-
ties.

I would also ask that we bring in people from the private sector.
In my home State of Connecticut, the AETNA leads the way in
terms of coming out and recognizing what we have to do with
wages, saying minimally they have to have $16 in order for people
to make it in today’s society. And they went on and examined their
own programs over the years and said, you know what, if we don’t
boost their healthcare benefits, number one, they can’t afford to
live where they go to work if we don’t give them the right min-
imum wage.

And, number two, they can’t afford to buy what we’re making, an
idea that Henry Ford first came up with and said if we’re going to
produce Model A’s and we’re going to have them come off the as-
sembly line and people are going to be able to buy them, they have
to have the money.

These are practical things that sometimes elude us here in
Washington, and it is what the people despise about us because
they say were about messaging and not about solutions. And
they’re right. We’re about messaging. We don’t come up with solu-
tions. We have taste-great-less-filling arguments all the time and
then people say, my God, nothing gets done there. And everyone
dramatically goes home and restates their messaging points, and
we don’t move the ball any further forward.

We have to disrupt that and change it. Hal Rogers is leading the
way. He’s got a great idea with respect to how we address poverty,
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how we address it in promise zones specifically on a very narrow

basis, but incentivizing businesses who will actually locate and hire

people in poverty zones that have been designated across this coun-

flry. (;Nhat a change if we were to go out there and view those first-
and.

Whether it’s Washington State or Georgia, if this Committee
were proactively going out instead of sitting here in a messaging
quandary over these issues and debating the ideology on the left
and the right, do what the American people expect of us, solve a
problem for them.

The bottom line is this: Do safety supports work? And if they do
work, what do we need to enhance and change them? And if the
system after 50 years isn’t working the way that it has to, do we
throw the baby out with the bathwater or what kind of changes do
we need?

Ms. Golden, I'll give you the 1 minute I have left to answer what
is a comprehensive question, but

Ms. GOLDEN. Okay. So I think there’s a mix of new ideas and
successes we've already had, and I think it’s very important to rec-
ognize the successes, that it really does matter that we have a con-
sistent ability for people not to be hungry and are growing toward
an ability for people to be healthy, and we’re addressing poverty.
But it’s also important to recognize the big gaps, which you've
highlighted, wages, hours and the persistence of people’s inability
to do better.

New and emerging ideas I would actually highlight are a couple
that I think have sort of come out, but just to pull them together.
I—one is the idea that one of the ways you make a difference is
by influencing two generations at once, parent and child. And
that’s—there’s powerful new research that says the core safety
netdprograms do that, SNAP and Medicaid, the earned income tax
credit.

But there’s also, I think, a lot to be thought about and worked
on about how to really focus on what we now know about those
early years of life. Do childcare right, do early childhood programs
right. And then I'll just toss out one other, which is that I do
think that Congress in their bipartisan work on the Workforce In-
vestment and Opportunity Act really took seriously how college—
community college credentials and workforce development can fit
together and there’s lots to say there.

Chairman BRADY. Thank you, Ms. Golden.

Mr. Paulsen

Mr. LARSON. Mr. Chairman, would you entertain my—me sub-
mitting to you a proposal that we have the Committee—I know it’s
not going to happen tomorrow. But I do think taking this Com-
mittee on the road and going to people’s districts where we—that
actually depict the problems that are going on would put Congress
in a better light as an institution of working toward the solution,
and I think you could have the same kind of witnesses, but we’d
be doing it, we'd be reaching out to America, we’d be getting out
beyond the Beltway.

Chairman BRADY. I'd be interested in anything that would put
Congress in a better light, anybody, anywhere.

Mr. LARSON. Thank you.
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Chairman BRADY. Mr. Paulsen, you’re recognized.

Mr. PAULSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, also for holding this
hearing. And this is actually the first Committee hearing on pov-
erty or welfare reform that’s happened in a long time, and I can
only imagine—I was not here in the 1990s when this debate was
happening, but I was in the State level, and these debates can be
very passionate and engage a lot of different challenges.

The sad reality is today that there are too many Americans that
are still living in poverty and lack the right job opportunities and
tools just to keep moving up the economic ladder, and the status
quo should absolutely be looked at being revised, and that’s be-
cause we owe it. We owe it to those folks that are most in need
that get help from these programs to make sure that we’re actually
seeing results.

And T just really appreciate the testimony we’ve had here this
morning. 'm not going to make a long statement, because I do
want to have a chance to ask a few questions. And maybe I'll just
start with Mr. Bragdon real quick.

From results we’ve seen around the country, what do we know
about how individuals respond to financial incentives when they’re
put out there—do individuals respond to those incentives? How
specifically do welfare benefits potentially discourage work on—
when you look at that?

Mr. BRAGDON. Thank you for the question. I think that’s what’s
so instructive about these largest-ever tracking studies in Maine
and Kansas is that we have the answer to that by looking at what
happened to individual behavior before the work requirement and
then what happened after. And I think the spirit of your question
is spot on that people respond to incentives.

It’s not just enough to want to work; you also need to be nudged.
And what the lesson from the work requirements and looking at in-
dividuals is, that nudge in getting people either back to work or in
training—it’s not just about work; it’s about training or even volun-
teering—was transformative. For those individuals who weren’t
willing to meet that standard and cycle off welfare, they went back
to work in record numbers.

They went into 650 different industries. Only 20 percent of them
went into food service. Many started out in temp agencies and then
moved into full-time employment. So the response was very dy-
namic to one policy change. You had this really significant response
where people took what they desired, but then the incentives were
in line for them to actually go back to work and increase their
earnings over time.

Ms. GOLDEN. May I correct—oh, I'm sorry.

Mr. PAULSEN. In just a second. Maybe Ms. VanZant, because
I appreciated your testimony earlier, too. Following up a little bit
on that, given your experience with work and your personal past
experience, is the problem that recipients don’t get to keep all of
the money they earn from work because their benefits get reduced?

Or is it also the component that some people are actually made
financially worse in many respects by working because they lose
some of the benefits that they have as a part of those earnings.
And that’s a challenge that they have to face, right? They make
sort of a decision.
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Ms. VANZANT. Absolutely. Absolutely. Thank you for the ques-
tion. Yes, as a person goes to work, especially in the lower-wage
jobs, what they’ll experience is that many times their subsidies are
decreasing at a much faster rate than the income that they’re
bringing in. And so what we typically see in our members is that
same kind of knee-jerk reaction we might all have of this is just
not working out for me. The math is not working out for me.

If I'm making $8.10 an hour, which is minimum wage in Ohio,
and I'm working 32 hours a week and I'm losing 50 or 60 percent
of my food stamps or all of them before I even receive my first pay-
check, how in the world am I supposed to piece that together? And
so one of the things that we’re suggesting is that we take a look
at the spectrum of the safety net programs and look at how we can
put some of them in place after work starts to really allow the
slope of—instead of the cliff and allow it to be a much slighter
slope and that the incentives are directly aligned with the types of
supports that Americans need when they go back to work.

If we pull mom and dad out of the house 40, 50 hours a week
because they want to work and they’re in an opportunity to have
a full-time job and we don’t give them any supports for the two and
a half children they have back at home, that’s not going to bode
well long-term for the family relationships that are happening.

But if we can give mom and dad the types of supports they need
when they are pulled out of the house 40 to 50 hours a week in
jobs that allow them to know that their kids are in a safe place,
that they have after-school activities, that some of the large dollar
items in their budget such as housing and childcare and utility as-
sistance are in place that allow that slope to be much more grad-
ual, what I think is we’re going to find troves of people going back
to work, because I really do believe that they want to.

And one point about the work requirements, from my own per-
sonal experience and from the thousands of members that I've
worked with across the country that are low income, I don’t nec-
essarily think that mandating anything to anyone is the way to go.
I believe any time that we’re told that we have to do something we
have an automatic human resistance to doing that even if we know
it’s the absolute best thing that we can do. But giving people op-
tions of things that they can do I think is very important.

Mr. PAULSEN. Thank you.

Chairman BRADY. Mr. Marchant, you're—Mrs. Black, you're rec-
ognized.

Mrs. BLACK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I so appreciate the
conversation that we’re having in here because 47 million Ameri-
cans being in poverty is unconscionable. In a country where we
have the kinds of resources that we do, there is no reason to have
47 million people in poverty.

I'm going to associate myself with my colleague from Connecticut
that talked about us messaging and not having solutions. We must
take a look at what the solutions are, and we must put them in
place and stop just talking about them.

I will also associate with what was said about one size not fitting
all, because as we look at programs around this country and dif-
ferent programs that are working, were ignoring really talking
about those in a way that will help us to solve this problem, and
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we keep turning back to the same old stuff over and over again
thinking that it’s going to work when it hasn’t worked for all of
these years.

I will tell you that I have a personal relationship with the situa-
tion where I started out and my family started out in public hous-
ing. And I know what hard work can do to put me where I am
today from living in the halls of public housing to serving in the
halls of Congress.

So I've given back and not in as great a way as I'd like to since
I've been here in Congress, but I can tell you that I worked with
a young lady getting her the opportunity to get an education, being
able to get a job with that education as an LPN.

And you know what she told me after 3 months of working and
she was no longer getting her check in the mail? She was frozen
and couldn’t go back to work because she was scared to death of
not getting a paycheck, that she might lose her job and not have
a paycheck to feed her four children because she was trapped in
poverty. She told me her mom was on welfare, her grandmother
was on welfare, it was the only thing she ever knew.

People do get trapped. And we, government, are trapping them.
And so I want to thank each one of the members today, Governor
Engler for talking about the necessity to have education, not just
post-secondary education, but to make sure kids are getting good
education in high school and to even give them an opportunity
Whle;rhthey leave high school maybe not to go to college but to get
a skill.

Look, I pay the guy that comes in to fix my refrigerator a lot of
money. And those are good jobs, and we haven’t done a good job
in saying these are good jobs.

I want to thank you also, Ms. VanZant, for what you’re doing to
help with this drop-off that we know happens, this cliff and what
kind of paralyzation takes place when someone knows that they're
going to hit that cliff.

And then also, Mr. Bragdon, I have this article from Forbes that
talks about—and I read this before you actually came here today—
the successes in both Maine and also in Kansas of the programs.

I want to go back to you, Ms. VanZant. How is your program
funded? Because you’re having tremendous success. So what is the
funding mechanism?

Ms. VANZANT. Actually, thank you for the question. We are
self-funding. So the CareSource Foundation is actually funding the
program. Because many of the things that we are doing under the
umbrella of a managed—a Medicaid managed care plan are things
that cannot be funded out of Medicaid. There are really strict rules
around where those dollars go.

And so through the research that we have done and really look-
ing at how overall health and wellness was not happening for the
1.5 million Americans that we have on our plan, we decided to take
our own dollars and start to test this concept, that if we actually
coupled looking at economic stability with the types of supports
that we have been offering through Medicaid and the Medicaid ex-
change, that we could actually be able to move people forward at
a faster pace, but in a supported faster pace. So right now we are
using private dollars.
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Mrs. BLACK. These are private sector dollars.

Mr. Bragdon, would you talk a little bit about how Maine’s Gov-
ernor came to this thought and conclusion that he needed to do
something a little different to get people back to work in this par-
ticular category?

Mr. BRAGDON. Sure. Thank you for the question.

The Governor of Maine, much like yourself, grew up in very
tough circumstances. He is one of 18 children and his family was
homeless at age 11, and he saw firsthand what poverty and what
welfare did to his siblings and to his family. He grew up in a very,
very tough family environment.

And so I think, while there is a lot of rhetoric around this for
a lot of individuals, it really is about their own personal life story
and then how can we align policy incentives to ensure that as few
people as possible have that same life story going forward.

And, as I said in my testimony, that is where I feel like the real
tragedy of the failed welfare state is, that so many families are
trapped in poverty for far too long.

Mrs. BLACK. And so what we see here is a private sector and
a public sector solution, both of them coming together from dif-
ferent States and different mechanisms. But being able to find a
solution.

Thank you. I yield back the balance of my time.

Chairman BRADY. Thank you.

Mr. Pascrell, you are recognized.

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Chairman, this is a very sad day. A good
friend of ours died yesterday, he played for the Baltimore Colts,
Bubba Smith. Now, how did Bubba Smith die? Bubba Smith died
by getting hundreds of whacks to his head. He was a lineman, and
had CTE. He has become the ninetieth NFL football player to die
from CTE.

How many times does a child in poverty, who doesn’t get enough
to eat, doesn’t get the proper health care when he doesn’t get
enough to eat, how is that child damaged physically, psycho-
logically and spiritually through the years?

Our problem is, and I agree with the young lady who just spoke
and the gentleman from Connecticut, that we deal in absolutes.
And the world does not work that way. I believe if the Chairman
could use his own talents and the talents of each person, every per-
son on this Committee—I have a lot of faith in this Committee—
and forget about where leadership is going in either party, that we
could make some resolution here, if we really, really wanted to.

I have been working since I was 10 years old. So I have been
working for 69 years. I love work. And the older I get, the more
I love work.

Most of the people—I have lived in a city all of my life. You see,
we know history, Mr. Chairman, we don’t know culture. We have
no idea of the person living in rural Mississippi compared to the
person who lives in, as someone said, Cambridge, Massachusetts.
And that is why we have to have some changes in what a min-
imum wage would be. The cost of living is very different in that
rural area. So you can’t just impose it. I understand that.

We could come to some resolution if we are at the right place,
if we are at the right place.
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Governor, you were a great Governor. I find it difficult to say, be-
cause you are of the other party. But you were a great Governor.
You had a lot of practical solutions and you did listen to people.
That is unusual around here, as you know.

The States with the worst child hunger, Mississippi, Arkansas,
New Mexico and Georgia, John, these Members representing their
constituent voices when they vote for SNAP cuts, so if you are a
representative from those States and you see our program SNAP
being cut and cut, you better pay attention because you are one of
the worst child hungers in the whole country. If not the world.

Because paid family leave—child poverty in the United States is
the worst among many developed countries. That is serious. How
many whacks does the kid need?

And we can do all the political pontificating we want. If we are
not going to try to help, nothing will get done. In fact, many people
came to this Congress in 2010 not wanting to even deal with what
the responsibility of the Federal Government is, and you see where
that has brought us. To no resolution of anything. None.

Even in New Jersey, my State, we have a State paid leave pro-
gram. So the women who used paid leave were more likely to be
working a year after having a baby, and 39 percent less likely to
receive public assistance. I am not making this up. That sounds in
line with your principles. So why don’t you support a paid leave
policy, Mr. Chairman?

The Family and Medical Insurance Leave Act, H.R. 1439, spon-
sored by Rosa DeLauro from Connecticut, which would ensure paid
family leave for all qualified workers, had 124 sponsors, not a sin-
gle Member from the other party. Not that they wouldn’t get on,
but their leadership told them not to get on. You better not get on
that bill. Just like Mr. Renacci and I, when we tried to get a trans-
portation solution, and the leadership said, don’t get on.

So while I appreciate the Speaker’s desire to enact this rosy P.R.
campaign to make Republicans appear more compassionate toward
the poor, the record speaks for itself. I don’t believe that there is
one person on this panel that has less compassion than I do. Listen
to what I am saying.

Chairman BRADY. Thank you, Mr. Pascrell.

I know. I apologize. Your time has expired.

Mr. PASCRELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman BRADY. While we may disagree on many issues, I do
agree with you about the goodness and the greatness of Bubba
Smith, who grew up in Beaumont, Texas. I had the honor of run-
ning the Chamber of Commerce there for a number of years, and
had an opportunity to work with him on tourism industries.

I am not sure I did bring that subject up, but

Mr. PASCRELL. Just as the NFL deep sixed—wanted to deep six
the report on concussions—CTI—we sugar coat——

Chairman BRADY. Mr. Pascrell, I understand our differences. So
thank you. And I appreciate your passion.

Mr. Kelly, you are recognized.

Mr. KELLY. I thank the Chairman.

And I want to thank the panel for being here, because you were
asked to come here, not just to testify but to give us solutions of
what we can do.
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I just think it is hard for somebody like myself, from the private
sector, to look at half a century of spending, $22 trillion. It is not
that we haven’t spent the money. And the money we spent, by the
way, does not belong to Congress, it belongs to hard-working Amer-
ican taxpayers. I think they more than deserve a little bit better
return on that.

Ms. VanZant, because I think your story is so relevant, for moms,
for moms to get back to work, childcare is a huge issue, is it not?

Ms. VANZANT. 1t is.

Mr. KELLY. Okay. So in your case, what motivated you to do
what you did? Because you got up and got moving. You didn’t la-
ment where you were, you just decided to turn your sights to where
you wanted to be.

Ms. VANZANT. Absolutely. And so, in my situation, I had a lot
of family support. We called it the baby shuffle that we did for the
4 years that it took me after I had my son to graduate from college.
My parents, my in-laws, my husband and I all had car seats in our
cars. And this was before the days of cell phones, and so literally
there were times where we weren’t exactly sure who was picking
him up from where. But we were pretty sure that a family member
had him.

And so we weren’t able to use a day care. We couldn’t afford it.
And at that time, back in the mid-"90s, there weren’t the types of
childcare supports that there are now. Although for the families
that are going back now, the cost of childcare is significantly higher
than it was when I couldn’t afford childcare back in the 1990s.

Mr. KELLY. Do you know what the average is now?

Ms. GOLDEN. I have it in my testimony.

Mr. KELLY. Excuse me, Ms. Golden. I appreciate you jumping
in. But it is $10,500.

We have introduced some legislation that would actually increase
the pretax dollars that working families are looking at right now.
That is a piece of legislation that Ms. Sanchez, myself, Senators
Ayotte and Capito are working on.

And so I think that—what you said earlier, you talked about
families. I would just submit that the programs that we have initi-
ated don’t keep families together. And if you look at the statistics,
where we have come as a Nation in 50 years, as opposed to families
working together to raise children, we have put government pro-
grams into place that actually incentivize breaking families down,
not keeping them together. That, to me, is a very failed policy.

When I look at everything you were all talking about today, all
of us are the sum product of families who raised us for one reason
and one reason only, and for many reasons, but to be self-sus-
taining and be able to rely just on yourself. That’s what I heard,
Governor, Governor Engler, I really like the idea that you go to the
States, 50 States, let them try out things and make sure what
worked and what didn’t work. If it works for you in Michigan,
maybe it would work for somebody in Pennsylvania, maybe it
would work for somebody in Idaho or Texas.

So I really do think the best laboratory is actually in the States.
The only problem we have, if I am not mistaken, is that when you
take a government handout, there are so many strings attached to
it, you really can’t do what you want to do. You are kind of hand-
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cuffeci(li to only working within the parameters of what was dis-
cussed.

So tell me in your experience, and what you are doing right now,
you are talking about best practices that give American taxpayers
a better return on their investment. That is all we are looking for.
It is not that I want to spend any less money, I just want to see
a better result for all those folks who get up every day and go out
to work, sometimes mom and dad together, and sometimes they are
both working two jobs.

So tell me, in the States, is that not the best way to do it? You
don’t need a Federal Government dictating from Washington what
y{)u?need to do in Michigan or Washington or Oregon or anyplace
else?

Mr. ENGLER. I totally agree. And if we couldn’t give it to the
Governors, I would divide it by 535 and let every Member of Con-
gress be in charge of something, because you would all—somebody
here would figure it out and the others would then follow.

But what we are trying to do with the bureaucratic, top-down ap-
proach, it is too constraining. And you just heard earlier the de-
scription in health care, they are trying to do things on wellness.
Wellness is a really important prevention investment. It pays off.
We think it’s a big deal. That ought to be covered. We spend $3
trillion in health care. They say $1 trillion of that is wasted, we
just don’t know which trillion it is. But if you could free that up,
look what we could do in terms of health care and addressing some
of the issues that Congressman Pascrell raised just a moment ago.

Mr. KELLY. Ms. VanZant.

Ms. VANZANT. And I would also like to weigh in. When you look
at the 80 programs on the chart that you have been referring to
today, it is my experience, and I think it is the experience of a lot
of low-income Americans, that they end up with a lot of people that
are paid to be in their lives, to administer just one piece of the pov-
erty puzzle. And those programs are not necessarily allowed to co-
operate with other programs. There is no consistency. We have lots
of rules around information sharing and lots of things that keep
well-intentioned case managers, well-intentioned programs and
low-income people who want to work from actually being able to
make those steps moving forward, because of a lot of the rules and
regulations that we have surrounding those 80 programs.

Mr. KELLY. One final point I want to go back to. A half a cen-
tury and $22 trillion later, we don’t have enough good to show for
what we are doing. And I think we sometimes get confused about
throwing money at a problem, and that is easy, as long as it is not
your money. When it is other people’s money, it is easy to throw.
Coming from the private sector, every penny counts. And every
penny of what we put out there comes from hard-working Amer-
ican taxpayers.

Chairman BRADY. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Mr. Renacci, you are recognized.

Mr. RENACCI. First off, I want to thank the witnesses for their
testimony, and I want to thank Chairman Brady for calling this
important hearing.

Like all of my colleagues who serve on this Committee, I believe
that one of the keys to ending the cycle of poverty is ensuring that
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individuals have access to the education and skilled training re-
quired to be on a path toward a good paying career. In some cases,
that does not mean a college education. So, as my colleague, Mr.
Larson, mentioned about getting out into the real world, I have ac-
tually taken, over the past 2 years, taken the time to meet with
local leaders in Cleveland and Akron, Ohio, to discuss barriers
which prevent northeast Ohioans who are in poverty from finding
permanent employment and being self-sustainable.

I have met with the county Jobs and Family Services staff to un-
derstand how the Federal programs are working and not working.
I have also met with individuals in the programs, many of which
did not have their GED, let alone basic skills. I ask to submit a
letter into the record, Mr. Chairman, from Summit County Execu-
tive Russ Pry.

Chairman BRADY. Without objection.

[The submission of The Honorable Jim Renacci follows:]
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\ COUNTY OF SUMMIT, OHIO

¢/ Russell M. Pry, Executive

| 175 S. Main Street » Akron, Ohio 44308-1308 '_330,6‘i3.2510 * fax: 330.6453.250?_; wwwi.co. summit.oh.us
May 11, 2016

| The Honorable Kevin Brady, Chairman
| Committee on Ways and Means

| U.S. House of Representatives

‘ Washington, D.C.

| Dear Chairman Brady and Committee Members,
|

On behalf of the County of Summit, I write to advise you of my strong support of HR.

2991, the “Preparing More Welfare Recipients for Work Act,” “to encourage States to
engage more TANF recipients in activities leading to employment and self-sufficiency,
and to simplify State administration of TANF" and to request that the Committee pass
this legislation at the earliest opportunity, or include the content of H.R. 2991 ina bill at a
future time.

This bill d ates a Congressional willing] to listen to local issues identified as
barriers to meeting the intent for TANF clients to find employment and self-sufficiency.
It is an outstanding example of bi-partisan cooperation and good govemment. The
“Preparing More Welfare Recipients for Work Act” would not only improve the counting
of required hours of participation in work activities thereby creating a better chance of
success of TANF recipients for completing their required hours, but also puts real
emphasis on education as a way of improving the lives of TANF recipients. By making
education a legitimate form of credit towards a TANF recipient’s work requirement, this
bill gives the recipients a greater chance at acquiring the education and skills necessary to
find gainful employment and transition out of the TANF program. I have been actively
engaged in highlighting my frustration with the participation rule that will not allow a
TANF recipient's work toward getting a GED as required hours of participation.
Education and training are the most important factors in a person’s success in finding a
job that will lead to self-sufficiency, and removing any barrier to educational attainment
increases their chance of transitioning out of TANF.

1 had the opportunity to meet with Congressman Jim Renacci and his staff in February of
2015 to highlight my concemns about what activities are not considered core activities and
other administrative barriers to meeting the work requirement for TANF recipients. My
staff and | presented the Congressman with an overview of our County’s numbers and
results for our TANF clients and suggestions to help people with the transition to
employment. | am attaching that exhibit to this letter.

I would encourage the Committee to support the content of H.R. 2991 as a common sense
improvement to the current TANF system in order to move people for TANF to
employment and I commend Congressman Renacci for understanding and advocating for
common sense solutions to putting people to work.

Singerely, o ?
Oy =5l %Esscu N

Summit County Executive
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Summit County Department of Job and Family Services
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)

Ohio Works First (OWF)
February 2015
2,844 = Total TANF/OWF recipients in Summit County
374 = Total Work Eligible TANF/OWF recipients in Summit County

Work Eligible Individual = An adult or minor head of household receiving OWF; or a non-recipient
parent living with a child who is in receipt of OWF unless the parent is:

* A minor parent who is not a head-of household

* A non-citizen who is not eligible to receive OWF due to his or her immigration status
e Arecipient of supplemental security income (S51) benefits

* A recipient of social security disability insurance (SSDI) benefits

e A parent providing care for a disabled family ber, if the disabled family ber is living in
the same home and there is medical documentation to support the need for the parent to
remain in the home to provide care

One Work Eligible
Individual (Adult) with a
child{ren) under age 6

One Work Eligible 86 43 129
Individual (Adult) with a
child(ren) over age 6

Two Work Eligible 129 22 151

Two Work Eligible 215 22 237

Individuals utilizing
federally funded Child
Care

Work Activities

Unsubsidized Employment

Subsidized Employment (SEP-Private) | N/A |

Waorkforce Development 3/30/2015
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Subsidized Employment (SEP-Public) NfA
On the Job Training {OJT) N/A
Work Experience Program (WEF) Hours limited by Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA)
[ ity Service Progi N/A
Vocational Educational Training 12 month lifetime limit
Providing Child Care for a Community Service NfA
Participant
Job Search and Job Readiness No more than 6 weeks in the preceding 12 months

Job Skills Training Directly Related
Employment

and no more than 4 weeks consecutive

N/A

Education Directly Related to Employment

Limited to individuals without a diploma or GED
(no time limit)

Asecondary School Attendance( i.e. ESL

Limited to individuals without a diploma or GED
no time limit

Aln 2014 2 work elble OWF mcipiem: were assigned to attend GED as a Non-Core Activity

Ed O Y

d Hours of Partici

*GED, High School, or Equivalent

-Individuals under age 20 only
-Must verify and maintain satisfactory attendance

-Must participate for an average of 20 hours per
week

*In 2014 67 work eligible OWF recipients were deemed as meeting participation with their GED or High

School attendance

Workforce Development 3/30/2015
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Mr. RENACCI. These individuals are all working within the cur-
rent system. What they told me is the State simply does not have
enough flexibility in administering TANF and that outdated work-
force participation rules act as a barrier for agencies to work with
TANF clients and engage in activities that would actually provide
the training and education they would need to get back to work.
They all emphasized we need to assure a basic education, including
a basic GED.

If we want to get people out of poverty, it is the one thing I have
learned from all these meetings, and into the workforce, we need
to help them get their GED. You can’t even join the Army without
a GED or high school diploma.

In fact, according to the State of Ohio’s 2016 Poverty Report,
Ohioans above the age of 25 who do not have a high school diploma
are twice as likely to be in poverty compared to individuals who
have obtained at least a high school diploma or GED. It is clear
that paving the way to at least obtain a high school diploma is an
easy step. We talk about steps, we talk about things we can do.
That is an easy step that Congress can take to alleviate poverty.

So I want to go back to the one thing that was said to me time
and time again. If we want to get people out of poverty and back
to work, we need to at a minimum get them their GED. That is
not me saying that, that is all these people that I have talked with.

Does the panel agree, yes or no, a basic starting point would be
to make sure TANF dollars used for work credit hours should in-
clude hours credited toward getting the individual, those individ-
uals, their GED or high school equivalency? I will have a yes or a
no.

Ms. GOLDEN. Yes, and, I mean, it is Mr. Doggett’s point that,
yes, TANF needs to be able to provide more education. And States
neec% the resources, because they are squeezing down the dollars in
total.

Mr. RENACCI. Does everybody:

Mr. ENGLER. Yes. The GED requirements have been upped a
little bit. They are more rigorous, and I think that is a really good
thing that has been accomplished. So I think the old GED was a
little more dubious. But, sure.

Mr. RENACCI. But you have to admit, you can’t even get a col-
lege education without your GED. You have to start there.

Ms. GOLDEN. There are pathways that will take you directly to
the higher education, but TANF isn’t well structured to do that ei-
ther, right now.

Mr. RENACCI. Ms. VanZant.

Ms. VANZANT. I absolutely agree. For any job that is going to
pay anything above minimum wage, you really do have to have
that basic education. And then there needs to be additional support
in the career technical ability to use TANF work requirement times
to be able to do those. And a lot of those technical career options
that are just above a GED or high school diploma are short-term
training that can actually move a person from the minimum wage
into a $10 to $12 an hour job with less than 6 months of education
under their belt.

Mr. ENGLER. You could actually fund this using Federal dollars
that are paying for remedial education in college today by stopping
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that and saying to the schools, get it right before you send the kids,
ill prepared, to college.

Mr. RENACCI. Well, in my district, if you just get your GED and
a welding certificate, you can make up to $60,000 to start. So I
think that is

Mr. ENGLER. Yeah, I don’t disagree.

Mr. RENACCI. That is why I keep trying to get away from col-
lege education always being the answer.

Mr. ENGLER. It is not, you’re right.

Mr. RENACCI. Mr. Bragdon.

Mr. BRAGDON. Yes, I would say I agree. I think it should go
beyond just parents on TANF, though, to look at the kind of job-
less, nondisabled adults that we were talking about receiving food
stamps. As part of that work requirement, training is a piece. And
I think you are spot on with the GED as the first critical step for
that population as well.

Ms. GOLDEN. And States get resources that they could use, if
they were choosing, in fact, to offer those opportunities for the
adults that Mr. Bragdon is talking about. Unfortunately, because
they haven’t chosen to use it, they are not pushing as hard as they
could, and so people are without those opportunities.

Mr. RENACCI. Thank you.

Dr. Davis, you are recognized.

Mr. DAVIS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I want to thank all of the witnesses for their testimony. And I
also want to thank my colleagues because I have heard many pas-
sionate, real expressions of concern, directions that will aid us to
get where we need to go, as well as experiences with things that
have actually worked.

Let me just mention two things that we know. One, we know
that one in five children in the United States are living in poverty.
We also know that the United Kingdom reduced their child poverty
rate by 50 percent in a 10-year period by targeting poverty direc-
fion and by implementing specific policies to help low-income fami-
ies.

I agree with all of my colleagues who have expressed a great de-
sire that people work. I remember the Prophet; Gibran says that
work is love made visible. And to me, when you work, it enhances
your sense of self, your self-being. So I don’t think there is any-
thing more important. But I also remember that every slave had
a job. And I believe that every person on Mr. Lewis’ father’s planta-
tion worked.

Friday of last week, I flipped hamburgers at a White Castle. And
I must confess that it took me a while to learn how to do the flip,
that I couldn’t just go in. And I waited on customers. All of this
had to do with National Hamburger Week, and learning and know-
ing what others do.

And so work is a virtue. But I don’t believe, just as Great Britain
didn’t believe, that work alone was enough to seriously reduce pov-
erty, that it took some other things, such as a livable wage.

I believe every person that is able-bodied, unless they have some
impairment other than adequate childcare, or something else that
prevents them from being able to get to and from a job, should
work. But that alone is not going to do the job.
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Ms. Golden, from a more math comprehensive vantage point,
based upon evidence-based research, what we have seen work,
what does it really take in your estimate?

Ms. GOLDEN. I think it takes several things and you have hit
on some of them. It takes, as you say, it takes more than work.
One of the important ways we know that is that almost everybody
on SNAP now is either working, worked last year or works next
year. And most poor children are with someone working. So lots of
people who are working are not able to keep their families out of
poverty. So you highlighted the living wage and the regular hours.

It also requires, as you just said, addressing the barriers. It re-
quires really paying attention to children’s early years. Because
those children’s experience, their nutrition, their health, their par-
ents’ stress, the settings they are in are going to affect them later
in life.

It requires help during those periods when people aren’t doing
well. Great Britain does that, did that way better than we do. And
that can be through a child tax credit, it can be through TANF, it
can be through nutrition. But you have to have food on the table
and a stable place to live. And then the ability to move up after-
ward. So I think it has those pieces. It is about the jobs and it is
about what the family gets.

And I just wanted to correct one fact about Mr. Bragdon’s stud-
ies. He has presented the 60 percent working rate in the year after
as though it were better than what you would have gotten without
imposing the time limit. In fact, if you look at the SNAP program
nationally, about 80 percent of adults on SNAP work in the year
before or the year after. So the study doesn’t prove that it got
worse because people were hungry and couldn’t find a job, but it
doesn’t prove that it got better.

So to circle back to your point, work alone at low wages isn’t
enough.

Mr. DAVIS. Thank you very much.

Mr. REICHERT [presiding]. Thank you, Mr. Davis.

Mrs. Noem, you are recognized.

Mrs. NOEM. Mr. Bragdon, did you want to respond to that?

Mr. BRAGDON. Yes, thank you. I want to be clear, this wasn’t
some made up information. This was looking at the actual Kansas
Department of Labor Earnings and Hire Database for the several
quarters before the work requirement went into effect and then for
a full year after. And this was for 41,000 people. In Maine, it was
replicated for 10,000 people.

And the facts are clear. Only one in five individuals were work-
ing before. After the work requirement, those moved off welfare, 60
percent went to work within the first year, 50 percent

Mrs. NOEM. Did they track if they were working full time or
part time?

Mr. BRAGDON. They weren’t able to track the number of hours,
but they were able to track wages. And those wages increased
every quarter.

Ms. GOLDEN. And there wasn’t a comparison group, so that
makes it hard to know otherwise.

Mrs. NOEM. I will reclaim my time.
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Because many of you referenced today the need for more re-
sources, I have $137 billion for you. I am sure that you would like
to have that added into the programs to help more people. And it
is through improper payments that currently happen through a lot
of our programs that we arrive at that total. In fact, almost 27 per-
cent of earned income tax credit payments are made improperly.
We have, gosh, that is almost $40 billion. Social Security income
in payments, improper payments of 8 percent, that results in $4.8
billion. Oh, it’s 10 percent of Medicare fee-for-service payments
that are almost $40 billion. That makes $137 billion that could go
to meeting people who have needs, rather than to people who
shouldn’t be receiving those types of benefits, those that are gain-
ing it improperly.

And I guess that is what I wanted to focus on today because it
seems as though I sit here in these committees, and maybe I woke
up on the wrong side of the bed today or something, but our point
here is to listen to you, to have you give us information, because
you have real firsthand knowledge. If we had all the answers
today, we could sit here and talk to ourselves. A lot of times, I have
sat here and listened to Members of Congress preaching to you. It
is our opportunity to learn from you today.

So I want to learn. I have a bill that would reform the TANF pro-
gram, because we have a lot of States gaming that program. They
are using third-party dollars to match Federal dollars, which is al-
lowing them to not have to spend their own funds on TANF spend-
ing. And then it also waives the work requirements. And that is
very concerning to me. I think we are losing the integrity in the
program, we are not helping individuals, we are not helping them
by giving them work experience, which is critical to getting them
out of poverty.

And that is the biggest challenge that I find in front of us, that
we do have States—while I would like to block grant everything to
States, we have an oversight role here as Members of Congress.
When States aren’t doing their jobs and are gaming our systems,
we have to change the law to make sure that doesn’t happen, be-
cause we need the resources in place.

Mr. Bragdon, I would like for you to speak specifically to work
requirements, how that is beneficial to individuals. I would like for
you to keep it a little bit encompassing as well the fact that so
many times we talk about work requirements like it is a bad thing.
It is not a bad thing, because we have seen it lift people out of
generational poverty. And also I think all of the information and
research shows us that Americans support it. It is very popular.
And you have something in your written testimony that references
that that I would like you to touch on.

Mr. BRAGDON. Thank you very much for the question. I think
Congressman Rangel, to quote him, he said poverty doesn’t work.
The corollary to that is work eliminates poverty. The research is
very, very clear on that. And we are not just talking about working
part time. The standard for these nondisabled, childless adults was
either work 20 hours a week, train 20 hours a week or volunteer
24 hours a month. And it was all about getting out into a work-
like experience or training for permanent work, and that really is
the key.
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I also want to just quickly respond to your comment about im-
proper payments. You know, one of the things we are seeing States
really do, and this started actually in Illinois, is stepping up and
checking eligibility on a more realtime basis, to make sure that
those individuals who are receiving benefits still were truly eligi-
ble, so that limited resources could be directed to the truly needy.

And I think that, unfortunately, there have been a lot of Federal
rule changes to encourage States to check it once and forget it al-
most. And what States need to do is make sure those resources are
available to the truly needy and get at some of those improper pay-
ments you're talking about.

Mrs. NOEM. So I have a different type of question. I come from
a State that has very low unemployment. We need a lot of workers
that we are willing to train. Frankly, we have great programs that
will train these workers. Why won’t people move for work? Or do
we need programs where money is reprogrammed to help people
transition to a place where they can get a good paying job?

It seems to me people aren’t as willing to do that. We advertise
and advertise nationwide and can’t get people to necessarily move
for a good paying job.

Mr. BRAGDON. I think it is something that should really be
looked at.

Mrs. NOEM. Do you think it is due to welfare programs being
flawed?

Mr. BRAGDON. I think that when there are incentives not to
work, we know from the research people don’t. And what we need
to do is have those incentives aligned.

Ms. GOLDEN. A big reason people are moving less has to do
with the——

Mr. REICHERT. The gentlelady’s time has expired.

Mr. Rice, you are recognized.

Mr. RICE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member, for
holding this hearing today on reducing poverty and increasing op-
portunity.

I have a little bit of experience in this. I helped to administrate
a homeless shelter for 20 years in Myrtle Beach, South Carolina,
where I am from. And Myrtle Beach is a really interesting spot, be-
cause it is a huge tourist destination, but it is also—it is kind of
like the promised land in the Grapes of Wrath. Folks think that,
if they come there, they can find a job and everything will be okay.
And, you know, there are a lot of seasonal jobs there. And usually
when people come in, they can find a job. But it is so expensive to
make that transition that we had a lot of homeless people showing
up. So we decided we would form our homeless shelter.

And what we did to encourage people to go to work is we said,
you can’t stay here unless you are either working or looking for
work. And we put a limited amount of time on how long they could
stay and then we transitioned them into, you know, more perma-
nent transitional housing and eventually they got on their feet, and
we had a lot of successes. Not always successes, but we had a lot
of successes.

But ultimately—and I always tried to stay away from govern-
ment money. I didn’t want the strings. It made it too hard. You
know, my job was to raise the money and to keep the books. And
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so I always tried to do it with private funds, with golf tournaments
and those types of things, to raise our own money.

But the only permanent solution to this is a job. That is it. We
can sit here and—put the polka dot chart back up, please. We can
sit here and talk about all these programs, but the truth is that,
regardless of the fact that we, you know, everybody wants to make
sure that those who need a hand up get it. But the truth is that
if you rely on these government programs and you don’t transition
to work, you will always be in poverty. And it is likely your kids
will always be in poverty and your grandkids. Transitioning to
work ultimately is the only way out of that trap.

America used to be called the Land of Opportunity, you know,
where everybody had the opportunity to get a job. And unfortu-
nately, we have kind of gotten away from that by expanding our
government and creating all these new restrictions on business.
And we stifled our economy. We shouldn’t be surprised that our
economy is only growing at 1.9 percent. If we want to solve this
problem, we have to get our economy growing again. And the only
way to do that, in my opinion, is to make this country competitive.

That is a little off topic. But you have to recognize that it is all
interrelated. We won’t make America competitive by growing these
programs or putting more money in them. That will not do it. You
can educate people from now until doomsday. You can get every-
body a Ph.D. But if, when they get out of school, there is no job
for them, you haven’t really accomplished much.

And for too many people coming out of college today, that is a
fact. I have three sons that graduated from college in the last 10
years, and I have seen what they have gone through. And I am
afraid they won’t have the opportunity that I have had if we don’t
do something about this and get our economy going.

Now, we have very limited resources. One of the things stifling
our economy is this enormous debt we have, right? Economists al-
most universally agree, this debt is a real problem. So we have
very limited resources. And we want to use those limited resources
in the best way we can to lift as many people out of poverty as we
can, right?

Now who here on this panel can look at me with a straight face
and tell me that that is the best way we can use our limited re-
sources?

Ms. GOLDEN. I think I would say the best way to use our lim-
ited resources is to focus on the youngest children and young
adults.

Mr. RICE. Okay, so let me ask you this, because I just asked the
question. Do you think that that chart there, those 80 means-tested
Federal programs, is that the best way we can use the resources?

Ms. GOLDEN. I can’t see the details of the programs, but I know
they include programs for veterans and the elderly and the dis-
abled. And I would never say——

Mr. RICE. I am not going to get a straight answer out of you.
I only have 45 seconds.

You know, when I first got out of—when I was running for Con-
gress the first time, I went through this little parade in Florence,
South Carolina. And the people at the end had little booths set up.
I went from booth to booth just shaking people’s hands. And I got
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to a booth, it was called the Benefits Bank. I thought it was a
bank. I didn’t know what it was. I started asking, well, where is
your bank? What do you do? Oh, no, no, no, we are not a bank.
We help people get all the benefits they are entitled to. I said, what
do you mean? He said, well, there are so many State and Federal
benefits and they are so intertwined that people can’t figure out
what they are entitled to, so we kind of help them, direct them to
everything that they are entitled to.

I told him, well, I am going to make it my job when I get in Con-
gress to put you out of business. Because if that is the way we are
doing our benefits, then that is not the most efficient way to lift
people out of poverty.

I yield back.

Mr. REICHERT. Thank you, Mr. Rice.

I would like to thank you, the panel, for being here today and
providing us with your testimony. And it has taken almost 3 hours
now, so we appreciate your time here.

I get a second chance now to talk since they sat me in this chair.
So I have just a few things I would like to—some observations I
would like to make.

I was a hostage negotiator in the sheriff’s office and the SWAT
commander. It sounds like kind of a, you know, one of these things.
But you have to know when to negotiate, right, and when to kick
in the door.

I always believe there is a place where we can find agreement.
It doesn’t matter if you are a Democrat or a Republican. I don’t
care. We can find something we agree on and that is the base
where we spring from to provide other solutions and ideas that we
can agree on for the betterment of the country and the people that
live here.

Today someone noted that this is the first hearing in 10 years
on welfare reform. So even though some of us may not have agreed
with whether or not this chart was, you know, the panacea to solu-
tions to welfare reform or homelessness or education, I think we
can all agree that there is need for some change, that there is al-
ways room for improvement, that no matter what program we are
v(viorking on, we are always continually moving forward with new
ideas.

I think you also heard everybody has a story. You have CPAs on
this panel, you have businessmen and women and nurses and at-
torneys and doctors, and a sheriff. We all have different experi-
ences that we shared with you. You have your experiences that you
shared and those that you worked with. But we are all trying to
do the right thing. We want to help people get back to work. We
all care.

We agree on early education and intervention, breaking the
cycle. I was the lead detective in the Green River serial murder
case, if you have heard of that case in Seattle in the 1980s. We
solved it in 2001. Fifty-one women were murdered. They came from
homes, some of the homes like we talked about today, no education,
ﬁlcohol and drug abuse, emotional, physical, and sexual abuse at

ome.

That is where we can make a difference, in those homes, in those
children’s lives. And, as Ms. Golden said, also by working with the
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parents. It has to be in tandem in those cases, but early education,
I think, in breaking this cycle and working toward prevention, as
the Governor said, physical health, as Ms. VanZant has said, eco-
nomic health and relationships is absolutely critical. Even those
cops on the street have relationships with those young people on
the streets and can save lives, even though we hear just the oppo-
sitﬁ iln today’s world. That is what police officers really want to do
is help.

And I know in working with your organizations, law enforcement
is closely engaged in those relationships with churches, families
and other social entities.

We all agree there has to be a safety net. It is the trampoline
effect that may not be working exactly right. At least that is what
I heard from that safety net to the trampoline, to continue up in
building your family.

I really agree with the one size doesn’t fit all, and I could go into
a story that describes that, but I won’t.

So the bottom line is status quo is unacceptable. I heard that
from the panel today, because too many people need help. There is
a need for improvement and change. And we need to come together
across this country to make that happen.

So, again, I thank you for indulging me a few minutes to place
that thought out there. I would like to thank our Members for
being here today and for the passion and compassion that they
showed.

Usually, this is a little more rancorous experience, but I think we
came together a little bit.

Thank you for appearing before us today. And please be advised
that Members may submit written questions to be answered later
in writing. Those questions and your answers will be made part of
the formal hearing record.

With that, this Committee stands adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 12:46 p.m., the Committee was adjourned.]

[Submissions for the Record follow:]
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The A Call To Invest in Our Neighborhoods (ACTION) Campaign, representing over 1,300 national,
state, and local affordable housing stakeholders, urges the Ways and Means Committee to expand the
Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (Housing Credit) as part of any effort to reduce poverty and expand
opportunity through our nation’s tax code.

The Housing Credit is our most successful tool for encouraging private investment in the production
and preservation of affordable rental housing, and a proven solution to address the shortage of
affordable housing that faces every community in the U.S. For 30 years, it has been a model public-
private partnership program, bringing to bear private sector resources, market forces, and state-level
administration in order to give low-income families, seniors, veterans, and people with disabilities
access to homes they can afford.

We urge Congress to invest in this proven affordable housing delivery system by raising the cap on
Housing Credit allocation authority by at least 50 percent in any tax reform legislation.

Our Nation’s Affordable Housing Needs are Vast and Growing

More than one in four renter households in the U.S. — roughly 11 million- spend more than half of their
monthly income on rent, leaving too little for other necessities like food, medical care, and
transportation. According to the Urban Institute, not a single county in the United States has nearly
enough affordable apartments for all of its extremely low-income renters, and only one in four eligible
low-income households receives any housing assistance.

Meanwhile, we continue to lose affordable housing from our nation's stock. Nearly 13 percent of the
nation’s supply of low-income housing has been permanently lost over the past 15 years. Over the next
decade, the demand for affordable housing will become even greater as over 400,000 new households
enter the rental housing market each vear, many of whom will be low-income. According to a recent
study by Harvard Umiversity's Joint Center for Housing Studies and Enterprise Community Partners,
the number of renter households who pay more than half of their income towards rent could grow to
nearly 15 million by 2025,

Affordable Housing Improves Lives and Contributes to Local Economies

Affordable housing promotes financial stability and economic mobility. It leads to better health
outcomes, improves children’s school performance, and helps low-income individuals gain
employment and keep their jobs. It also provides a financial return on our nation’s investment through

increased tax revenue and job generation.

Families living in Housing Credit-financed homes have more discretionary income than low-income

www rentalhousingaction.org
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families who are unable to access affordable housing. This allows them to allocate more money to other
needs, such as health care and food, and gives them the ability to pay down debt, access childeare, and
save for education, a home down payment, retirement, or unexpected needs.

Affordable housing located near transportation and areas with employment opportunities provides low-
income households with better access to work, which increases their financial stability and provides
emplovers in those areas with needed labor,

In addition to the many benefits affordable housing provides to residents, affordable housing also has a
significant positive impact on local economies, providing tax revenue and jobs in the construction, real
estate and related industries. Affordable housing can also play a key role in revitalizing distressed
communities.

The Housing Credit is a Proven Solution to Address the Crisis, but Resources are Limited

The Housing Credit is our nation’s most successful tool for encouraging private investment in the
production and preservation of affordable rental housing production. It has financed nearly 3 million
affordable apartments since 1986, providing homes to roughly 6.5 million low-income households
since then, while transferring risk from the government to the private sector.

Moreover, the market for Housing Credits is extremely healthy. In 2015, investors paid an average of 97
cents per dollar of Credit, according to the Journal of Tax Credits. This high pricing means more equity 1s
available for the production and preservation of affordable rental housing.

Despite the growing need for affordable housing, viable and sorely needed Housing Credit developments
are turned down each year because the eap on Housing Credit authority 1s far too low to support the
demand. In 2013 — the most recent year for which data is available — state Housing Credit allocating
agencies received applications requesting more than three times their available Housing Credit authorty.
Many more potential applications for worthy developments are not submitted in light of the intense
competition, constrained only by the lack of resources.

The scarcity of Housing Credit resources forces state allocating agencies to make difficult trade-offs
between directing their extremely limited Housing Credit resources to preservation or new construction,
to rural versus urban areas, to neighborhood revitalization or developments in high opportunity areas, or
to housing for the homeless, the elderly, or veterans. There simply 1s not enough Housing Credit authority
to fund all of the properties needed, but with a substantial increase in resources, many more of these
priorities would be addressed.

Congress Should Expand Housing Credit Authority by at Least 50 Percent

Though the need for Housing Credit-financed housing has long vastly exceeded its supply, Congress
has not increased Housing Credit authonty in 16 years. To make a meaningful dent in the affordable
housing supply gap, we urge Congress to increase the cap on Housing Credit authority by at least 50
percent. Such an expansion would support the preservation and construction of 350,000 to 400,000
additional affordable apartments over a ten-vear period. There is ample developer and investor appetite
for Housing Credits to support such an increase.

www.rentalhousingaction.org
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We also encourage Congress to give states the discretion to convert a portion of their private activity
bond volume cap to Housing Credit authority. This would allow states greater flexibility in their use of
existing resources and could meaningfully supplement a cap increase.

Expanding the Housing Credit is a natural extension of the bipartisan support for this program from the
Ways and Means Committee. Legislation to strengthen the Housing Credit (H.R. 1142) by establishing
permanent minimum credit rates has the support of 28 Ways and Means Committee members — 16
Republicans and 12 Democrats — in addition to 58 other members of the House.

As Congress considers a pro-growth agenda that does not shy away from tough problems like poverty,
we strongly urge Congress to increase Housing Credit authority. For the millions of families paying
more than half of their income towards housing - choosing between paying the rent or their medical
bills, making repairs to their cars, or enrolling in job training classes — an expansion of the Housing
Credit cannot come soon enough.

ACTION Co-Chairs
National Council of State Housing Agencies
Enterprise Community Partners

ACTION Steering Committee Members
Affordable Housing Tax Credit Coalition

Council of Affordable and Rural Housing

Council of Large Public Housing Authorities
Corporation for Supportive Housing (CSH)
Housing Advisory Group

Housing Partnership Network

LeadingAge

Local Imitiatives Support Corporation

National Association of Home Builders

National Association of Housing & Redevelopment Officials
National Association of State & Local Equity Funds
Mational Equity Fund

National Housing and Rehabilitation Association
National Housing Conference

National Housing Trust

National Multifamily Housing Council

Stewards of Affordable Housing for the Future
Volunteers of America

For a full list of ACTION Campaign members, visit www.rentalhousingaction.org.

www rentalhousingaction.org
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Introduction

Catholic Charities USA (CCUSA) is grateful for this opportunity to provide testimony for the hearing
“Moving America's Families Forward: Setting Priorities for Reducing Poverty and Expanding
Opportunity” with the House Ways and Means Committee.

As a Catholic community, we believe that each person has an inherent dignity and that caring for one’s
neighbor honors God. These views are rooted in our faith and tradition, and they animate our work
which includes promoting the common welfare, advocating for justice in social structures, and serving
all people in need regardless of background or religion.The CCUSA network, through its 177 agencies
and affiliates, served more than 8.7 million people in need in 2014 (our most recent figures). These
agencies provide help and create hope through their services offered at more than 2,630 sites in 49
states, the District of Columbia, and five US territories.

Our network provides services that address a full spectrum of individual and community needs, ranging
from clothing and shelter to the development of life skills like financial literacy and healthy living habits.
Each Catholic Charities agency is unique — offering a set of services and programs that are tailored to the
needs of its local community. Across the network, more than 334,000 staff, volunteers, and board
members carry out ministries that include at least 30 domains of service grouped into five primary
pillars of need: education, family economic security, health, housing, and hunger. Cutting across these
domains of well-being, we also focus on a number of vulnerable populations such as children, seniors,
pregnant women, victims of domestic violence, prisoners and ex-offenders, refugees and immigrants,
and all those who are marginalized within society.

In 2014 Catholic Charities agencies helped prepare and place more than 18,000 people in full-time jobs,
72% of whom earned above minimum wage. At the same time, the agencies also helped more than
58,000 low-income workers access the Earned Income Tax Credit, returning approximately 5140 million
to working families." In addition, CCUSA was able to leverage an additional $1.70 in private funds
beyond every government dollar they receive and provided an additional $193 million in volunteer
services.” These are just some of the most tangible examples of savings that Catholic Charities services
provide to society at large, but the return to families and communities in terms of preventing
homelessness, educating children, counseling the mentally ill, and providing nutritious food should not
be underestimated.

Reducing Poverty and Expanding Opportunity:

To properly orient our national efforts to address poverty and expand opportunity we must first ground
such efforts in the fundamental need to place people front and center in our efforts to address poverty.
Catholic social teaching places the human person at the center of development. This means that we first
seek to understand that all persons are deserving of honor and respect, who have inherent rights and

! Based on national average EITC return value of $2,400. Internal Revenue Service (14 January 2014),

https://www.eitc.irs.gov/EITC-Central/eitcstats.
? Using rate of $23.56 per volunteer hour, based on latest figure from 2015 Bureau of Labor Statistics data, indexed
by Independent Sector (April 2016), https://www.independentsector.org/volunteer_time.
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responsibilities, At the same time, we also understand that each individual is part of a community of
persans, which has its own rights and responsibilities. Such a human centered approach to poverty is
fundamentally necessary as it allows us to reject those solutions which serve to destroy human life and
dignity but is also necessary so that we properly prioritize and weigh solutions being proposed. If the
fundamental goal of an effort is simply to find ways to save money, then it is likely to fail to address
poverty. Likewise, if the fundamental goal is merely to protect the status quo, such efforts will also fail.
Instead the focus needs to remain on the dignity of the human person and how can we best achieve a
society in which every human person can live in accordance with their dignity and realize their full
potential.

Here are some of the ways in which we believe a human centered anti-poverty effort can better
inform poverty programs and policies:

1) Engage with local social service providers and beneficiaries: In federal poverty discussions
solutions for addressing poverty are too often driven by and limited to the political, financial and
academic interests and experiences rather than the day to day experiences of those serving
communities in need and those individuals and families living in poverty. A purely top-down
solution-oriented anti-poverty program too often fails to engage those living the reality of
poverty and fail to take into account the innovative solutions and problem solving that are the
daily experience of social service providers and people living in poverty. Through localized
engagement, policies can better respond to specific challenges as well as better humanize the
response. Encountering the poor where they are is not only a moral imperative but also good
policy. Such engagement allows policy makers to not only better understand the problems and
the solutions needed but also allows policy makers to address these concerns in a more
respectful manner.

2) Create greater flexibility for client-centered service delivery: One of the biggest challenges
facing our national anti-poverty efforts is ensuring funds and programs align with the widely
diverse needs of different individuals and communities.

The first step in providing greater responsiveness to our systems is to distinguish between
programs which serve as a “net” for fundamental human needs during times of short and long-
term economic crises versus those designed to return and improve individuals and families
ability to support themselves. Social safety nets such as SNAP provide important countercyclical
and responsive resources for individuals to meet their fundamental nutrition needs without the
uncertainty that accompanies annual appropriations processes. However, there is still
opportunity to improve the effectiveness of other safety net programs to help individuals
achieve greater economic security.

A key means for achieving success in addressing poverty programs is to reform anti-poverty
programs to break down the fiscal silos which drive services and move towards a more client
and human-focused means of service by providing individuals and families with a case
management system of service delivery. Case management allows trained professional social
workers to meet the individuals in need where they are and find holistic solutions. Such a
service delivery model has the flexibility to tailor services to the needs of the individual rather
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than being forced to provide services based on what is being funded. It also has the ability to
recognize the assets that each person possesses and leverage those assets in order to allow the
individual to better support themselves and their community. Catholic Charities agencies are
actively engaged in providing and testing case management social service programs at the local
level. Using or leveraging private resources, these agencies are able to holistically address the
needs of a person in poverty rather than letting financial programming drive services.

3

Measuring and paying for successful outcomes: One of the key aspects of improving the
response to poverty is to identify programs that work and scale-up these programs to meet the
needs of the larger community. Current pay-for-performance programs present opportunities,
yet more work needs to be done to better understand how accurate a performance
measurement is to a specific social service program. In this effort, CCUSA partners with the
University of Notre Dame's Wilson Sheehan Lab for Economic Opportunities (LEO) to match top
researchers with passionate leaders in social service agencies to conduct impact evaluations
that identify the innovative, effective and scalable programs and policies that help people move
permanently out of poverty. LEO is currently working with Catholic Charities programs to help
structure impact evaluations on topics including WIC, homeless prevention, and medical respite
for homeless individuals, comprehensive case management, senior housing, and community
college persistence. The CCUSA network offers the infrastructure to take successful programs to
scale through our national scope. The recent passage of the Evidence-Based Policymaking
Commission Act is a first step in what we hope to be a fundamental shift in our Nation's ability
to measure and respond to poverty.

4) Improving the public private partnership in providing care for those in need: Catholic Charities
and other faith-based organizations play a vital role in supporting our nation’s collective efforts
to serve those in need. This partnership allows the government not only to support community-
driven efforts which understand local needs and concerns but also allows faith-based
organizations to leverage volunteer and charity in support of government programs. Support of
the charitable tax deduction and respecting the unique contribution and mission that drives
faith-based and other charitable organizations efforts allows civil society to play a robust role in
identifying needs and meeting those needs in a responsible, caring and effective manner.

nclusion

While this testimony focuses on the more holistic means for addressing poverty and expanding
opportunity, there are a number of bipartisan and effective ideas which would make an immediate
contribution to improving our efforts to address poverty. Expansion of the Earned Income Tax Credit to
childless workers is one example of a bipartisan reform that could make a substantial contribution to
addressing poverty. Likewise, providing flexible grants to help families on the brink of financial crisis
avoid falling deeper into poverty by allowing flexible use of funds to address things that are often a one-
time payment — such as a broken car or disconnected telephone. Also, finding new and innovative ways
to promote financial literacy and asset development, addressing the marriage penalty, improving the
effectiveness of mental health programs and access to affordable health care and identifying and
addressing the systemic causes of poverty will all make important contributions to addressing poverty
and expanding opportunity.
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CCUSA brings a unique perspective to these challenges as our agencies see the daily face of poverty and
have worked tirelessly to expand opportunities and ideas for addressing poverty . We therefore urge
members to put aside divisions and focus on ways we can all work together to address the needs of the

poor and vulnerable. Let us ensure that all people are able to live in accordance with their inherent
dignity.
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A major cause of poverty is simply that few poor adults, either men or women, work regularly.
The welfare reform of the late 1990s caused millions of welfare mothers to leave welfare for work, both
reducing the rolls by two-thirds and making most of the leavers better off. As work levels among poor
mothers soared, poverty among children and minorities plunged to the lowest levels in history. It was the
nation’s greatest victory over working-aged poverty since poverty first became a national issue in the
1960s.

Success came mainly because many more welfare mothers than formerly were required to work as
a condition of aid. Equally important, work meant actual employment rather than going into education
training. Conditionality and work first, as these policies became known, were legislated by the Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) of 1996. They were embodied in
the new Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF).program. Under the older Aid to Families
with Dependent Children (AFDC) program, demands to work and take available jobs had been far
weaker.

But despite this success, criticism of TANF has recently mushroomed, and some have suggested
that reform should be reversed. There is in fact no sound reason for doing that. The best way to raise work
levels among the poor is to maintain and improve the reform we have—and extend it to poor men. To do
that will require more, not less, commitment to good government.

Controversy over Welfare Reform

The new policies were the doing largely of conservative leaders and thinkers, and they have
remained controversial on the left. Liberal experts and advocates also wanted more poor adults to work,
but most preferred to promote employment without enforcing it, and they favored allowing recipients to
enter training or education, the better to get higher-paying jobs later, rather making them take existing,
lower-paid positions right away. Those were the policies that had failed to raise work levels or reduce
dependency in the past, which was why PRWORA rejected them. But most liberals stood by them.

For years after PRWORA, the evident success of reform deterred criticism. But recently,
shortcomings in the implementation of TANF have surfaced, and critics have seized on these to launch a
more general attack on conditionality and work first. Unless answered, this movement could reverse
welfare reform and take the nation back to the less demanding policies that failed prior to PRWORA. The
true way forward is to address the problems in TANF while maintaining conditionality and work first.
Further progress requires improving and extending the reform we have, rather than abandoning it.

Conditionality

Some who oppose conditionality believe that welfare recipients often fail to work only because
opportunity is unavailable to them. Either jobs are absent or mothers lack the child care needed to work.
Belief that these or other “barriers” actually prevent work were largely discredited by the ability of
millions of former welfare mothers to go to work in the decade after PRWORA, not to mention the ability
of 11 million illegal aliens to find work without apparent difficulty.

The Great Recession of 2007-9 and 1ts aftermath, however, raised the unemployment rate to 10
percent. For critics of reform, that revived the idea that jobs might actually be lacking for the low-skilled.
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In response, Congress’s stimulus legislation (the American Recover and Reinvestment Act, or ARRA) of
2009 funded state welfare agencies to create around 250,000 subsidized jobs, and jobless workers eagerly
took them. Today, however, with unemployment rates down to 5 percent, there is scant reason to think
that jobs are unavailable. A related belief 1s that, even if jobs are available, many poor mothers have
mental and physical problems that prevent them working, even if they are not impaired enough to qualify
for disability coverage.

More important, however, to the liberal eritique of reform has been the “detached” mothers. About
40 percent of the mothers who left welfare during reform did not go to work. This left them without
apparent means of support, and many liberal observers believe they suffer hardship. In the recent §2 a
Day, Kathryn Edin and Luke Schaefer argued that as many as 1.5 million households are effectively
destitute for lack of cash income, because they cannot obtain either welfare or work. While that number is
overstated, some poor families clearly have been denied cash aid because some local welfare departments
have made it too difficult even to apply for TANF. That has fed an impression that cash aid for families
has totally disappeared, forcing some to live only on the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program
(SNAP, or food stamps) or on charity. In fact, over 4 million people still live on TANF.

Critics of reform focus on hardship cases who today are denied cash aid or decline to seek it but
who before reform would have received it. TANF supports a far smaller proportion of poor families, they
note, than AFDC used to do. The detached mothers, however, are many fewer in number than the millions
who left AFDC due to reform, went to work, and emerged better off. To restore aid without work for all
eligible mothers would help the hardship cases but would also tempt many of the more employable
mothers to give up jobs for welfare and become worse off. The abandonment of work for welfare helped
drive the initial explosion of the AFDC rolls in the 1960s and 1970s, when welfare first became a major
issue. America should not go down that road again.

Critics conclude that welfare reform was a mistake. Family aid should once again be an
entitlement—given out on the basis of need alone, rather than conditioned on work. Some go further,
suggesting that housing aid become an entitlement given to all eligibles as it is not now, also without
work requirements (Matthew Desmond), or that there might be a universal basic income given to
everyone as a matter of right (Richard Reeves). This would take the country back to the idea of a
guaranteed annual income that liberal economists developed in the 1960s and 1970s, although it was
never adopted. Only in the 1980s did the movement to reform welfare with work get serious.

Work First

The traditional argument against work first was that, if welfare mothers did not go to school to
improve their skills prior to working, they might get off welfare but they could never get jobs good
enough to escape poverty. But with the current availability of SNAP, the Earned Income Tax Credit
(EITC), and some other benefits to supplement low earnings, that case has weakened. Today, in virtually
every state, working at available jobs and claiming remaining benefits yields an income above the official
poverty line and well above TANF and SNAP alone.
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A more recent argument is that globalization is increasing the demands of even low-paid jobs.
Thus poor adults must improve their skills or become unemployable. This case is vastly overstated. The
high-tech economy puts pressure mainly on middle-class jobs that are technical or administrative in
character. These are the positions that are easiest to replace with computers or web sites—or export to
cheaper labor overseas. There is also well-paid skilled labor, such as in the craft professions. For some of
these skilled positions, jobs currently go begging. But most of the low-skilled jobs that poor adults can do
are below the level affected by globalization. Serving food at fast-food franchises or cleaning hotel rooms
does not demand educational credentials and cannot be done abroad. These are the jobs that unskilled
immigrants find readily available. Why should welfare recipients not also take them?

The De Blasio administration in New York City has embraced the globalization argument. The
welfare department has given up requiring most welfare mothers to look for work and instead instructed
its employment contractors to emphasize education and training. But the result will likely be simply that
more mothers stay on welfare longer than they did under work first. This policy effectively means that
recipient need not take low-skilled jobs, which will instead be done largely by immigrants, many of them
illegal.

This argument has found its way into national policy discussions as well. In Congress, the House
Ways and Means Committee last summer produced a draft bill to reauthorize TANF that eliminated the
preference that PRWORA had given to work first over education and training. States would have been
free to assign recipients to activities without favoring actual work or job search, the way they did prior to
PRWORA. After strong conservative protests, that bill was shelved.

Longer-Term Evidence

Some answers to the critics of TANF are already suggested above. Conditionality and work first
also have longer-term evidence and experience behind them. Since the welfare rolls first burgeoned in the
1960s, government failed to get welfare mothers to go to work on a voluntary basis. Simply to provide
child care or work incentives produced next to no movement off the rolls. Then in the 1980s, a series of
highly authoritative evaluations of welfare work programs established that these programs had to require
participation to increase job entries. Very simply, the more these programs demanded that recipients enter
the program and go to work, the more did so.

This also was the message I heard from administrators in welfare work programs when [
researched these programs in the 1980s and 1990s. Staffs told me that whether welfare mothers went to
work was not due principally to their skills or the labor market. Rather the program’s authority was key. If
the mothers were expected to work as a condition of aid, then more would do so. Economic conditions
were secondary. Analyses of program data confirmed that the share of chients who went to work was due
mainly to the share whom the program obligated to participate actively in the program. Work programs
must facilitate employment by providing child care and other supports—but they must also enforce work.

That has proven true in good economic times and bad. Researchers generally credit the booming
economy of the late 1990s as well as the EITC with helping to move most of the TANF caseload from
welfare to work. But since a good economy in the late 1980s had no similar effect, TANF's new ability to
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enforce work was crucial to breaking the mold of the old welfare. To require work was the key change
that convinced most recipients that demands for work had to be taken seriously.

At the same time, education and training as a strategy for reducing welfare had also failed. Many
recipients who were sent back to school or training did not even fimish these assignments, let alone take
jobs. If the goal was employment, one had to demand it more directly. By the mid 1990s, evaluations
established that work programs that demanded actual employment in available jobs generated larger gains
in employment and eamings than programs that stressed education and training, and this edge was
sustained even five years after the programs. Training can still play a role, but only if it is short-term and
aimed at existing jobs.

Advocates of a return to training say that these evaluations are twenty years old and hence out of
date. But there is no later evidence of equal nigor to suggest that work first is mistaken. Like a retumn to
entitlement, to send more recipients to school rather than work would likely repeat the disappointments of
the past.

Problems in TANF

Opposition to conditionality and work first has arisen initially, not because the evidence has
changed, but because of problems in the implementation of TANF. The “detached” mothers have become
an issue in part because some states have made TANF benefits too hard to get. They do this by requiring
that mothers who are eligible on an income basis look too long for jobs up front before they can even
apply for benefits. Or applicants have to provide too much paperwork. Carried to extremes, these policies
effectively close the door to aid.

Restrictive policies can leave families that are currently destitute out in the cold. That is contrary
to the intent of TANF. PRWORA in 1996 opposed families living on welfare indefinitely without work,
as was then common. But TANF still assumed that aid would be available to needy families in the short
term. Had it been, the hardship cases that critics make much of would have been far less numerous.

To prevent hardship, there is no need to go back to entitlement, which would simply mean less
work and higher welfare rolls. Rather, federal administrators should ensure that state welfare agencies
allow application for TANF without mable p 1 Local welfare departments should also
reach out to families that leave TANF without work to be sure they are coping. It is easy to do this,

because most recipients who leave TANF still receive SNAP, whose rolls are now much larger than
TANF's. Using SNAP data, it is easy to locate former TANF families and check up on them.

TANF can provide cash aid to such cases without immediately requiring that they work. Under
TANF rules, a state is required to have only half of its cases active in work activities, not all of them, and
various exemptions have limited the actual level required to around 30 percent. States also may exempt
up to 20 percent of their cases from the work test entirely. And cases are supposed to work within two
years, not necessarily at once. Those that struggle to work can be given less demanding assignments until
their situation improves. This approach avoids restoring entitlement for the much larger number of cases
who can work, thus avoiding a return to high cash welfare rolls.
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Another shortcoming is that few TANF programs today run serious employment programs. Under
federal rules prior to PRWORA, states had to develop work programs to place recipients in jobs, and they
had to involve minimum shares of recipients in these programs. TANF, however, does not require that
they maintain these programs, and so in most states they have atrophied.

Under TANF, states are no longer rewarded by placing recipients in jobs. Most meet the work
participation standard, rather, by counting as employed the many recipients who get their own jobs and
work part-time while still on TANF. Some states even put working mothers on the rolls for small grants
Just so they can get this credit. States are also rewarded for keeping caseloads down. Any reduction of
caseloads below the levels in 2005 counts against a state’s work participation norm. That is one more
motivation to make applications for aid difficult and to shorten time limits.

The solution is to revive serious welfare work programs. Change TANF to require that states
develop and optimize these programs, as they did prior to PRWORA. That would enable welfare to get
somewhat better jobs for its recipients than they can get on their own, thus reducing resistance to work
first. These programs could also allow some training, since only about two-thirds of the activity TANF
requires (30 hours a week) must be closely work-related. Work first need not mean work only.

A further problem is that TANF provides no dedicated funding for work programs, or for
administration in general. States get a federal block grant that they may use for broadly defined purposes.
They may divert funds from serving TANF recipients to serve other low-income populations, Many states
have done this, often to fund child welfare services, and that partially explains the implementation
problems that TANF shows today. Limit the diversion, and earmark some funds for admimistration and
work programs. TANF will become better run, both reducing hardship and ushering more recipients into
worthwhile jobs.

Work programs could also provide some jobs through government, thus answering the objection
that some welfare mothers are too impaired to work, even if they are not clearly disabled. Placing
recipients in such positions actually strengthens the work test, by showing them that employment cannot
be avoided. Many mothers placed in these positions will then quickly obtain better-paying jobs in the
private sector, or leave aid entirely.

The leading problems with TANF can be solved if it is simply implemented as first intended.
Federal administrators should disallow undue up front requirements to apply for aid, and limited
legislative changes are needed to restore work programs and limit funds transfers. There is no need to
reject conditionality or work first in the thoroughgoing way that critics propose today.

Bevond TANF.

Controversial as TANF still is, it is no longer the main challenge i national social policy. Past
welfare reform directly affected mainly welfare mothers and their children receiving cash aid. A
remaining challenge is to establish more meaningful work programs in other aid programs that now lack
these—notably SNAP  and housing. Both levy only very minimal work expectations now, and these are
seldom enforced. Better rules might well be administered through the same work programs that should be
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revived in TANF. The requirements might well be less demanding than those in TANF, but still more
definite than now.

A larger challenge is to raise work levels among poor men, few of whom work consistently.
These men are often the former spouses of welfare mothers and the fathers of their children. But they
seldom receive welfare directly and so cannot be reached, as in TANF, by work requirements attached to
these benefits. Rather, work tests for them should be based on the institutions to which they often are
subject—child support enforcement and criminal justice. Many poor men are obliged to work to pay child
support to their former families, on pain of going to jail. Similarly, many are ex-offenders, and those who
leave prison on parole are obligated to work in most states, on pain of returning to prison.

Building on those requirements, a men’s version of welfare reform has begun to emerge. Many
states and localities have established work programs for men as part of local child support or criminal
justice operations. The programs aim to place the men in jobs and help keep them there, the better to
avoid the penalties they would incur by not working. In a survey in 2009-10, nearly half of states had
such programs in child support, nearly two thirds in criminal justice. Ninety percent of the child support
work programs were mandatory, in the sense that men referred to them had to show up and participate or
face sanctions. In criminal justice, only a quarter of the programs themselves were mandatory, yet the
overall structure was still mandatory because parole officers could require work as a condition of parole.

Studies to date suggest that men’s work programs should observe the same fundamentals as in
welfare reform—conditionality and work first. Participation must be enforced, and men must seek and
take available jobs in preference to training. Voluntary work programs aimed at poor men have usually
had difficulty attracting participants, and most of the men they serve are unlikely to profit from training
programs until they have a steadier work history.

Men's programs must also provide practical assistance, They should include case managers to
enforce participation, help arrange other benefits, and assist the men to find and keep jobs. Jobs must be
guaranteed in some form to men in the programs, because some of the men—particularly ex-offenders—
are less able to find private employers than are welfare mothers. About a third of nonworking poor men
say inability to find a job is the main reason they are not employed. A combination of “help and hassle” is
essential to make work programs effective, as welfare work programs already showed.

‘While some evaluations of men’s work programs are encouraging, the programs require further
development before they could be implemented more widely. To that end, the federal government
recently funded several demonstrations of programs designed to provide jobs to low-income men and
other needy groups. The projects include the Department of Labor’s Enhanced Transitional Jobs
Demonstration (ETJD), the Department of Health and Human Services’s Subsidized and Transitional
Employment Demonstration (STED), and the Administration for Children and Families’s Child Support
Noncustodial Parent Employment Demonstration (CSPED). Each project includes several local programs,
and all programs will receive experimental evaluations.

The value of this research, however, is much reduced by the fact that, except for one program in
CSPED, all the programs tested in these demonstrations are voluntary. That is, they must persuade the
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clients assigned to them to show up. They cannot require them to. The administration is not even testing
mandatory programs against voluntary ones, even though it has been clear even since working-aged
poverty became a problem that whether to require work was a central issue. Mandatory work programs
dominated welfare reform, for good reasons. They also dominate men’s work programs in child support,
while criminal justice work programs are divided. The current demonstrations have next to nothing to say
about this central question.

The officials who planned the projects say they never considered even testing a mandatory
structure. The immediate reason appears to be that all the new programs are modeled on the ARRA job
creation effort, in which all the programs were voluntary. But in the background were probably these
features of liberal social policy thinking, all of them deeply seated:

* A tendency to attribute non employment to lack of opportunity rather than insufficient motivation
to work. This implies that jobs created by government need not be enforced for the jobless to take
them.

* An aversion to enforcing any change in behavior on the poor, whose problems are attributed
chiefly to adverse social conditions rather than personal lifestyle.

*  The tendency among economists to understand social programs in terms of the benefits and
incentives they generate, downplaying the key roles of administration and authority.

The social policy debate, one planner said, had “moved on” from enforcement, and now the focus
was only on how to guarantee jobs. What this really represents is a return to the past—to the benefit-
oriented programming of the 1960s and 1970s whose failure led to the more directive policies adopted in
welfare reform and in most men’s work programs to date.

Optimizing Programs

The history also demonstrates that solving the work problem, among both men and women,
required continual effort. The success of PRWOA promoted the idea that welfare reform need only be
done once. Get it right, and the welfare problem is solved once and for all. The subsequent problems in
TANF make clear, however, that reform has to be ongoing. Over time government learns more about the
programs it already has, not only from formal evaluations but simply from what operators find works well
or poorly “on the ground.” Conditions also change, and government also attempts new programs. By all
these routes knowledge accumulates, and the best model for a given task becomes clearer. The current
policies favoring conditionality and work first reflect just this sort of convergence. The critics of TANF
cannot yet claim any comparable consensus.

In Europe, welfare reform effort has been far more persistent than here. Many Americans think
that only they have reformed welfare, that Europe remains a land of entitlement where the employable
can live on welfare indefinitely without working. But this is false. Most European countries have
considerably stiffened work tests in their benefit programs in recent decades, although the focus has been
mostly on the unemployed and youth, rather than on single mothers as in the United States. European
reform has also gone through several phases, each one stiffening conditionality and work first demands
more than the last. Administrative arrang its have also ch d, with many countries merging
different work programs or assigning them to different levels of government.
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Frustration with this kind of effort is no doubt one reason for the recent criticism of welfare
reform. The left claims to be pro-government, but—Ilike the right—it has limited patience for the
statecraft needed to make welfare work. Liberals are tempted just to throw money at social problems and
hope they will go away, just as some conservatives would prefer just to abolish welfare entirely. Neither
side relishes improving administration, even though that is what solving the work problem really requires.
Not more or less government, but better government, is the key to raising work levels at the bottom of
society. And that in turn is the key to improving lives for poor families and the whole society.
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